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The purpose of the present study was twofold.

First, normative,

reliability, and validity data were collected on a wide range person
ality inventory, three commonly used measures of assertiveness, and
an in vivo measure of assertiveness based on behavioral observation.
Second, these measures were evaluated in terms of their susceptibility
to a manipulation in which subjects were asked to act assertively.
The relative utility of these tests was discussed and the implications
of these results for the assessment of assertiveness were considered.
Special consideration was given to the state and trait concepts and
their importance in the assessment of assertive behavior.
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Chapter I
Introduction

Early criticisms of psychotherapy spured research on therapy outcome
and began the search for reliable and valid measures of therapeutic
change.

There are now many sophisticated and valid measures amongt'the

hundreds of instruments and techniques intended to measure the various
/

aspects of human functioning.

Since the early calls for good measures,

much has been discovered in the areas of therapy, psychometrics, and
research design.

The purpose of the present study was twofold.

First,

normative, stability, and validity data were collected on a wide range
personality inventory, three commonly used measures of assertiveness,
and an in vivo measure of assertiveness based on behavior observation.
Second, these measures were evaluated in terms of their susceptability
to a manipulation in which subjects were asked to act assertively.

The

relative utility of these tests is discussed and the implications of
these results for the assessment of assertiveness are considered.

Special

consideration is given to the state and trait concepts and their import
ance in the assessment of assertive behavior.

The following pages

include a discussion of assertiveness training and assessment as well
as an examination of the Jackson Personality Inventory (JPl) (Jackson, 1976).
Eysenck's attack on the effectiveness of psychotherapy (Eysenck, 1952)
was one of the many criticisms which caused psychotherapists to be less
accepting of evidence of effectiveness based on clinical experience and
folklore.

This began the continuing search for reliable measures which

yield quantifiable results.

Early measures and techniques for diagnosis
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and outcome evaluation such as the Rorschach, Thematic Apperception Test,
MMPI, Bender Gestalt, and others have been thuroughly discussed elsewhere.
As the more recent behavioral approaches to therapy have developed, so
has the area of behavioral assessment.

The behavior therapist with his

emphasis on quantification, documentation, and the empirical approach to
changing behavior, needed more behaviorally specific and empirically
reliable ways to measure behavior.

The existing methods rarely helped,

and so new techniques were developed which reflected this orientation.
Hersen and Bellack, (197&) provide an excellent review and discussion
of behavioral assessment, a rapidly growing field in its own right.

These

authors include assertion training in the area of social skills training,
and discuss the various measures and techniques.

They point out that

there are problems which limit the accuracy of measures which appear, at
least, to be fairly direct measures of rather specific and well defined
behavioral domains.

One problem with many self report measures is that

they may be susceptable to "demand for improvement" response sets in outcome
assessment situations, and it is not known to what extent this may occur.
In addition, correlations between tests employed in this area, have often
been found to be quite high.

However, too often their predictive ability

diminishes rapidly when the behavior is predicted in a specific situation.
That is, more global measures of social skills have been shown to posess
concurrent validity, but the predictive validity for specific behaviors
in given situations’ is low.

Jaccard (197*0 also commented on the difficulty

of predicting narrow, situation specific behavioral criteria, while
prediction of more global domains has met with more success.

More

disturbing is the observation that there is often little or no correspondence
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between behavioral, self report, and physiological modes of assessing
what is supposed to be the same content.

Clearly, there are difficulties

with these techniques, and these will be discussed in detail in relationship
to

the assessment of assertive behavior. There are also positive

aspects to the behavioral approach in that its emphasis on quantification
.and of assessing specific behaviors is helping to answer the criticisms
which Eysenck and others have aimed at psychotherapy, and to further
uncover the relevant parameters of psychotherapeutic assessment.
The issue of situational specificity versus more global or trait
distinctions has been discussed by a number of authors in terms of
approaches to therapy as well as assessment.

Fiske, Hunt, Luborsky, Orne,

Parloff, Reiser, and Tuma (1970) reviewed the area of outcome research
and stated that the scope of outcome studies was frequently either too
large or too narrow to be meaningful.

In a similar vein, Paul (I967)

discusses three unanswered questions inherent in the frequently asked
question "Does psychotherapy work?"
therapy?"

The first question is "What kind of

Eysenck (1952) did not address this adequately, and numerous

studies have failed to clearly specify the form of treatment which is
being considered (Fiske et al., 1970)=
therapy work, for what?"

The second question is, "Does

Even when the type of treatment is specified,

the target behavior or diagnostic category must be specified.

All too

often, outcome studies and reports on treatment packages give the details
of the treatment and well documented reports of the effects, but either
fail to confine their inferences to the population or diagnostic category
involved in the study, (e.g. Rathus, 1977)» or they claim the applicability
of the treatment unjustifiably to numerous other problem areas, (this
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problem is recognized by Lang and Jakubowski, 19?6).
is "what is meant by work?"

The third question

The criteria needed to make a claim of

success in therapy is often only statistical significance,and the issue
of practical significance is ignored.

Related to this, is Kiesler's

(1966) outline of the myths inherent in psychotherapy research.

The first

myth is that it is often assumed that the patients with the same
diagnosis or presenting complaint, and therapists using the same tech
nique, are uniform.

Researchers often report therapeutic techniques in

broad categories like assertiveness training, insight therapy, or
client centered, and the recipients of therapy are described as
hospitaliqed schizophrenics, unassertive males, or persons requesting
treatment for anxiety etc..

These kinds of distinctions leave research

open to question, especially in terms of discovering the interactions
between patient characteristics and specific therapeutic components.
The second myth and subsequent criticism are related to the first in
that due to the myths of uniformity, theoretical formulations are not
adequate to account for all the possible variables affecting psychotherapy
and the measurement of its outcome.

The formulations that Kiesler is

referring to are Freud's conceptualizations of psychopathology and
psychotherapy, Rogers' formulations regarding the components of the
therapeutic process, and the behavior therapy approaches (Keisler, I966).
The inadequacy is in the fact that none of these formulations has adequately
accounted for individual differences in the therapist or patient.
Furthermore, Keisler (I966) states that until researchers improve the.
existing methodology so that the relevant parameters are more specifically
defined and accounted for, the current methodology will not be adeiquate
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to make significant contributions to the existing knowledge.
An additional criticism made byKiesler (1966) is that somehow re
searchers expect, "the definitive study" in psychotherapy research.

In

herent in this is the idea that one form of therapy or one group of
components will be discovered to be applicable to solving a wide range
of problems.

This is highly unlikely, and it appears that the process

of defining the important parameters and components of therapy will in
volve "... painstaking involvement with delineated problems until
repeated replication of individual findings have been demonstrated, and
subsequent attack on closely related or ancillary questions" (Keisler,
I966, p.127).

Similarly, Gronbach (1975) reminds us that we should not

expect to generate knowledge which will someday be combined to form a
conprehensive theory of behavior.

Instead, he argues, researchers should

"...pin down contemporary facts (p.126).
Mischel, (I968, 1973* 1977) has discussed at length the issues of
the multiple determination of behavior and the person versus situation
versus interactionist views.

Mischel (1968) documented the importance

of situational variables in determining behavior, in contrast to the
traditionally strong emphasis on traits in the past.

His later writings,

(1973. 1977) depart from this strong position and argue in favor of
"multiple determinism" and "contextualism", and he emphasizes that human
behavior is influenced by many variables in the person, and in the en
vironment in addition to their interaction (Mischel, 1977).

Behavior is

not solely due to trait variables, nor is it solely due to environmental
conditions; interactions between these are important.

Stated another way,

"we continuously'1influence the situations of our lives as well as being
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affected by them in a mutual, organic interaction" (Mischel, 1977> P* 248).
The purpose of this brief discussion is to point out some of the
theoretical developments over the years which have implications for the
theory and practice of assertiveness training and its assessment.

Be

havior is not a function of internal or trait variables exclusively and
so any attempt to assess it should not attend only to the trait involved.
Conversely, behavior is not a function only of situational variables,
and measurement should not focus only on the aspects of the environment
which elicit the behavior.

Mischel (1977) argues that behaviors occur

in environmental contexts, and that the interactions between people and
their environment must be studied.
This has implications for the area of therapy outcome evaluation.
It is not enough to simply reliably measure the behavior in question
without considering the context in which it occurred and the possible
interactions between variables acting to produce it.

Aspects of the

assessment situation other than specific treatment effects can con
tribute a large amount of the variance to the assessment results
through various forms of demand for improvement and non-specific
treatment effects, (Kazdin, 1973» 1976; Hersen and Bellack, 1976;
Mungas, Trontel, Winegardner, Brown, Sweeny, and Walters, in press).
In reviewing the literature on assertiveness training and its assessment,
these issues will be considered again.
Assertiveness training has been one of the most rapidly growing,
heavily researched and, at times, popularized areas in psychology in
recent years

(Lang and Jakubowski, 1976).

It is seen by some, rather

naively, as a panacea for a tremendous range of problems but assertiveness
training is actually a label encompasing a variety of techniques
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and. theory taken from the behavior therapy research and clinical ex
perience, and applied to a group of common interpersonal problems.

In

general, this involves helping people to more openly express their feel
ings and desires in an honest fashion without compromizing or infringing
on their own rights or those of others around them (Lang and Jakubowski,
1976).

Following is a discussion of etiological models, components of

training programs, and the assessment of outcome in assertiveness training.
Etiological Models of Non-Assertive Behavior
There are a number of models used to explain the etiology of nonassertive behavior.

One of the original conceptualizations was formu

lated by Wolpe (1958), who hypothesized first, that anxiety and certain
behaviors such as assertive responses can not exist together, and second,
that the presence of one inhibits the other.

Lack of assertiveness

comes about because high levels of anxiety inhibit the assertive re
sponse.

Treatment, therefore consists of inhibiting the anxiety by

fostering appropriate assertive responses.

Anxiety has been related to

lack of assertion by some investigators (McFall and Marston, 1970;
Orenstein and Carr, 1975) as well as perceived tension (Schwartz and
Gottman, 197&).

Percell, Berwick, and Bingal (197*0 found a negative

relationship between assertiveness and anxiety in women only. ^Undoubtedly
anxiety is associated with lack of assertiveness.

It is not clear,

however, that anxiety plays a purely causal role in lack of assertivness,
any more than it does in other behavioral domains.

Indeed, some in

vestigators have identified an interpersonal situations factor in a
general anxiety measure (Endler, Hunt and Rosenstein, 1962).

Other

investigators have defined and attempted to measure a rather specific
construct of social anxiety (Watson and Friend, I969), and have achieved
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some success in establishing the convergent validity of their measure.
This suggests that interpersonal anxiety is a correlate of other forms
of anxiety, and is not necessarily specifically related to assertiveness.
At any rate, the reciprocal inhibition model, while enjoying a large
amount of support, is not entirely adequate as a model for assertiveness
and therapies using this conceptualization have been questioned recently
(Kazdin and Wilcoxin, 19?6; Schwartz and Gottman, 1976).
Another position has been termed the skills deficit model, (Bordewick,
197?; McFall and Twentymen,^ 1973)-

This hypothesis states that lack of

assertive behavior is due to an insufficient repertoire of skills to
cope with the situationj the individual lacks the knowledge of appropriate
assertive responses (Hersen and Bellack, 1976).

Direct empirical

support for this model per se has not been offered although it has been
the basis for a number of treatment paradigms (Carmody, 1977)•
Schwartz and Gottman (197^) attempted to assess a number of corre
lates of assertive behavior.

The investigators found that while high

and low assertive subjects differed in their assertive behavior in an
actual situation, they did not differ in their knowledge of an appropriate
response in a hypothetical situation.

Heart rates did not differ in re

lation to assertiveness, but low assertive subjects did report more
subjective feelings of tension (Schwartz and Gottman, 1976).

What

the subjects did differ on was what they were telling themselves during
the situation.

The authors found that the low assertive subjects re

ported more negative and fewer positive self statements than' moderate
or high assertive subjects.

These results suggest that both the reciprocal

inhibition model and the skills deficit model are not adequate, and that
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a third model, emphasizing the importance of covert negative evaluation
may enhance the understanding of assertive behavior (Bordewick, 1977).
None of the models can be rejected or accepted entirely to the exclusion
of the others.

What they provide as a group is a starting point in con

sidering some of the relevant parameters of assertive behavior.
Components of Assertive Behavior
Researchers have monitored innumerable components and correlates of
assertive responding, and so the behavioral domain in question is not
nearly as circumscribed as some in the behavioral literature.

At

this point, this review will include only those behaviors which have been
considered components of assertive responding and have been included in
the literature. As was mentioned earlier, Schwartz and Gottman (1976)
studied the components of assertiveness and focused on refusal behavior
and covert positive and negative self statements.

Eisler, Hersen, and

Miller (197*0 included eight behaviorally defined components of assertive
ness in their study on shaping assertive behavior.

These were rated by

judges who viewed videotapes of subjects responding to situations de
signed to elicit assertive responses.

These behavioral components of

assertiveness included: 1) Duration of looking, 2)Duration of reply,
3) Latency of response, k) Loudness of speech 5) Compliance content,
6 ) Content; requesting new behavior, 7) Assertive affect, and 8 ) Overall
assertiveness; a global judgement based on a general description of
j

assertive behavior (Eisler et al., 197*0.

Similarly, Eisler, Miller, and

Hersen (1973)» defined nine components of assertive behavior.

These

were measured by two judges rating videotapes as in the study reported
previously.

They included nine specific behaviors falling under three

categories; l) non-verbal behavior, 2 ) speech characteristics, and
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3) content and affect, and were identical to those in the previously
mentioned study accept for the addition of smiling under the non-verbal
behavior category.
McFall and Lillesand (I9?l) Focused their attention on assertive
refusal behavior as measured by self report and behavioral laboratory
measures.

This involved a paper and pencil self-report measure requiring

subjects to indicate their probable response to a situation.

Subjects

were also rated according to their refusal behavior in situations requiring
refusal responses.
Alberti and Emmons (197*0, an<l Rich and Schroeder, (1976) have listed
other components of assertiveness including eye contact, body posture,
gestures, distance from another person, facial expression, paralinguistic
speech characteristics, and socially appropriate content of response.
Lang and Jakubowsky (197^) consider perhaps the most exhaustive number
of behaviors under the label assertiveness.

They mention all of those

listed above as well as others falling under five basic types of assertion;
l) Basic Assertion, 2) Empathic Assertion, 3) Escalating Assertion, 4)
Confrontive Assertion, and 5) I-Language Assertion.
Basic assertion involves a simple, honest expression of one's basic
wants or desires.

Empathic assertion involves an appeal to another's

feelings, or recognizing their position before asserting one's own
desires.

When an assertive response does not produce the desired result,

the individual may need to escalate the intensity of his assertion, or
make it more forceful, according to the demands of the situation until
the desired response is achieved.

Confrontive and I-language assertion

both involve making observations about others' behavior by confronting
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them on their contradictory actions or stating the relevant contingencies
involved between the individual's behavior and the resulting effects,
and then making the related request.
In general, as was stated in the first pages of this paper, assertiveness
as described by Lang and Jakubowski (19?6) and others involves numerous
behaviors which can be behaviorally defined in many ways and assessed
through many modes.

These assessment devices, in general, reflect many

of the components discussed here.

A given technique can be viewed as

an operational definition of the area of study as well as a method of
assessment.

Therefore, a study of the assessment techniques used in this

area will help the reader understand more fully the current state of
knowledge in the field of assertiveness training.

After a discussion of

the methods of assertiveness training, the assessment techniques will
be reviewed.
Assertiveness Training- Treatment Methods
The treatment of non-assertive behavior Can take many forms, with a
variety of active components.

These include modeling, behavioral rehearsal

(covert and overt), coaching, cognitive restructuring, and social reinforce
ment.

Modeling, in most cases, involves the trainer showing the individ

ual or group participants what an appropriate assertive response would
be.

This, as the other methods, is almost always used on conjunction with

other methods.

The effects of modeling were studied by Eisler, Hersen,'

and Miller (1973); McFall and Lillesand (1971); and McFall and Twentymen
(1973)> who have established modeling as an effective component in
assertiveness training.
Behavioral rehearsal is another very frequently used technique in
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assertiveness training.

This involves having the individual repeat the
)

assertive response, gradually improving the behavior until an acceptable
response is made easily.

The acceptable criterion is usually made

according to the individual's stated comfort in making the response
(Lang and Jakubowski, 19?6).

Hedquist and Weinhold (1970) found the

behavioral rehearsal technique to be more effective in fostering assertive.
behavior than a social learning and problem solving group as well as a
control condition.
be effective.

McFall. and Lillesand (1971) also found rehearsal to

These authors made a further distinction, in that they

studied overt rehearsal as well as covert behavioral rehearsal.
techniques were found to be effective.

Both

Lang and Jakubowski (19?6) also

recognize this distinction and advocate the use of both techniques alone
and in combination with other methods in promoting increased assertive
behavior.
Coaching has also been investigated as a therapeutic component.

This

refers to a method by which an assertiveness trainer instructs the
individual on the nature of appropriate assertive responses and encour
ages the individual as an adequate response is approximated and ^improved
upon.

McFall and Twentyman (1973) have established the effectiveness of

this method.
Cognitive restructuring is a less well researched component of assert
iveness training.

This approach assumes that much of non-assertive behavior

is the result of maladaptive self statements, or bad thoughts, which
act to inhibit assertive responding.

Cognitive restructuring is a label

for a broad category including many of the principles and techniques
of Rational Emotive Therapy.

These include recognizing maladaptive

internal dialogues and learning new coping skills for changing these
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(lang and Jakubowski, 197&).
Although the last component to be discussed is really impossible to
seperate from the rest,
isolation.

it should nevertheless be treated here in

This component is social reinforcement, and Lang and Jak

ubowski (1976) make a point of discussing its significance but, surprisingly,
other researchers do not.

In practically every assertiveness training

program, as well as actual in-vivo situations, an individual is reinforced,
socially, for his or her behavior.

The training situation especially,

involves the trainer and other group members deliberately or inadvertently
reinforcing the individual for appropriate behaviors.

Trainees also

often report the good feelings which result when they acquire and exercise
these new skills in the group as well as in in-vivo contexts.
It should also be noted here, that no effective program ever employs
one method in isolation, but uses a number of techniques for maximum
benefit.

The relative emphasis on one or another approach will vary

depending upon the preference of the trainer and the characteristics of
the trainer and trainees as well as the intended purpose of the group or
individual sessions.

Lang and Jakubowski (197&) point out that it is

even difficult to compare two methods with the same name administered by
two different trainers.

Each may call his method coaching for instance,

but one may involve more modeling or reinforcement than the other.

A

very comprehensive and detailed description of the underlying philosophy
and techniques of assertivendss training is given in Lang and Jakubowski
(1976).

The authors also provide many exercises for assertiveness group

trainers in a manual format.
Assessment of Assertiveness
The assessment of assertiveness or assertive behavior has taken many
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forms and has encountered numerous difficulties.

This section will include

a discussion of the various devices and techniques used in this area and
the methodological issues associated with these.

Hall (1978), Bordewick

(1978), and Rich and Schroeder (19?6), provide comprehensive reviews of
the literature pertaining to the assessment of assertiveness and
assertive behavior.

These authors consider three types of assessment

used here; 1) self-report indicies, 2 ) behavioral-role play assessment
techniques, and 3) in-vivo, unobtrusive assessment techniques.

Each

of these are discussed below.
The first widely used self-report assertiveness device is the
Lazarus Assertiveness Inventory (Wolpe and Lazarus, 1966).

Wolpe-

It has been

shown to discriminate high assertive subjects from low assertive subjects
as measured by behavioral measures, such as judges ratings (Eisler, Miller,
and Hersen, 1973; Eisler, Hersen, and Agras, 1973; Rich and Schroeder,
1978).

No, reliability and validity data in addition this has been offered

(Hall, 1978).
Bates and Zimmerman (197^) devised the Constriction Scale.

The

theoretical basis for this instrument is a trait theory of assertiveness
and it was intended for use in subject selection along an assertiveness
continuum.

Item selection was more carefully done than that in the

development of some scales, and the reliability data is adequate.

The

validity data reported, although positive, are not.extensive. The
Constriction scale was shown to correlate significantly in the predicted
directions with Adjective Checklist scales, Affiliation, Dominance,
Autonomy, Exhibitionism, Deference, and Abasement (Bates and Zimmerman,
1971).
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The College Self Expression Scale (CSES) (galassi, Delo, and
Galassi, 197*0 is a 50 item inventory designed for use with college pop
ulations.

The scale is related to three dimensions of assertive be

havior: Positive assertiveness, Negative assertiveness, and Self denial
(Galassi et al., 197*0 •

It also covers a number of interpersonal situations.

Evidence for this scale's construct validity was provided by correlating
it with the Adjective Check List and significant correlations were
generally in the expected direction.

The issue of concurrent validity

was initially addressed by correlating student teachers' CSES scores
with ratings of assertiveness made by their supervisors.

The authors

report a statistically significant but practically meaningless correlation
between these measures (r=.10, p .0*+) (Galassi et al. , 197*+).

Subsequent

research, however, has generally demonstrated quite adequate reliability
and validity but although this instrument has promise as a useful measure
of assertiveness, its use is severely limited by its focus on a college
population.
Another assessment device which received the support of Rich and
Schroeder (197&) is the Assertion Inventory (Al).

Developed by Gambrill

and Richy (1975)i the Al consists of 40 items describing a wide range
of assertive actions and requires the subject to indicate on five point
scales both the probability of engaging in that behavior and the degree
of discomfort he or she experiences.

In addition to these, the subject

is asked to indicate which situation he or she wants to "handle more
assertively" (p. 553)*

Test-retest reliability was adequate; Pearson r=

.87 for discomfort and r=,81 for response probability.

Some support for

the discriminant validity of this test comes from the fact that mean
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discomfort scores from a normative sample were significantly different
from the mean discomfort scores of a clinical population of women entering
assertion training programs.

In addition to this, significant changes

on the Inventory were found on both the discomfort and response probability
sections after a program of assertion training.

These authors report

another study in which change scores on the Al were correlated with
change scores in judges ratings of discomfort in a role playing situation
and a statistically significant correlation was found (r=.46, p .05). This
is still not a very strong relationship.

The Assertion Inventory appears

to have potential as a good measure of assertiveness, especially in light
of its apparent range of content which covers eight response classes:
"l) turning down requests; 2 ) expressing personal limitations such as
admitting ignorance in some areas; 3) initiating social contacts;

ex

pressing positive feelings; 5) handling criticism; 6) differing with others;
7 ) assertion in service situations; and 8 ) giving negative feedback"
(Gambrill and Richy, 1975» P* 551).

The difficulty with this inventory

at this point is that its validity has not been investigated and established,
especially in terms of its relationship to behavioral measures of asser
tion (Hall, 1978).
The Rathus Assertiveness Scale (RAS) (Rathus, 1973) has received
considerable attention in the literature, (Rich and Schroeder, 197^;
Hall, 1978; Carmody, 1977).

This device consists of 30 items covering

a broad range of situations and behaviors on which the respondent rates
himself on a 6 point scale from "very uncharacteristic of me, extremely
non descriptive" to "very characteristic of me, extremely descriptive"
(Rathus, 1973, p. 399).

This device posesses adequate tes.t-retest stability

(r=.78 at 8 weeks), and split half reliability (p=.77).

Evidence for
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validity was gathered by comparing two other assertiveness measures
with the RAS.

In the first study, subjects' RAS scores were correlated

with ratings made by friends on a 17 item semantic differential rating
scale.

Factor analysis of this device yielded four factors which

accounted for 71.2% of the total variance: "assertiveness, contentment,
intelligence and prosperity, and health (Rathus, 1973* P« 401).

Sig

nificant (p^.Ol) correlations were found for the scales which made up
the assertiveness factor.

The RAS did not covary with any of the remaining

other scales, except "niceness" which yielded a negative correlation
(r=-.35> P^.01‘
) (Rathus, 1973).

The fact that correlations were sig

nificant and in the predicted direction lends support for a claim of
validity in this case.
The second procedure the authors used involved correlating female
students' RAS scores with their judgements about what they would do in
five situations in ;which assertive behavior would be advantageous.
These measures were obtained in an interview setting and subjects
responses were rated according to prespecified standards.

The correlation

was high (r=.7 0 , p-£.01) indicating a degree of concurrent validity for
judges ratings of assertive behavior.

Rathus also provided data on

an item analysis which was performed on this instrument.

It was found

that 27 out of the 30 items correlate significantly with the total score,
and that none of the three remaining items detracts from the total.

The

individual items were also correlated with the five components of the
assertiveness factor, and the niceness scale of the semantic differential
rating scale, and " . . . 1 9 of the 30 items correlate significantly with at
least one of these external criteria" (Rathus, 1973» p. *K)4).

In addition,

28 out of the 30 RAS items correlated negatively with the niceness
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scale; three did so significantly (p^.05).

In a later paper, Rathus and

Nevid (1977) added to the validity data on the RAS.

Hospitalized

psychiatric Patients falling in three diagnostic categories; neurotics,
schizophrenics, and personality disorders served as subjects.

Therapists

who knew the patients rated their assertiveness on a semantic differential
scale used previously, and these scores were then compared to the
patient's RAS scores.

A Significant relationship was found between the

semantic differential scales included in the assertiveness factor, and
the RAS scores (r=.80, p .001). Nevid and Rathus (1978) collected multivariate
and normative data on the RAS, adding further to this instrument's
demonstrable utility.

Additional research generally argues for the

psychometric quality of this instrument (Hall, 1978).
In light of the data presented above, the Rathus Assertiveness
Schedule appears to be a useful device for measuring assertiveness.

How

ever, Hall (1978) points out that the RAS is intended to measure trait
assertiveness, and so it is most useful when used as such.

Its psych

ometric characteristics, although not exemplary, are stronger than the
previously discussed scales.

Indeed, the validity data for the RAS

are stronger than any other measure of assertiveness.
McFall and Lillesand (1971) constructed the Conflict Resolution
Inventory (CRl) to use as a measure of assertive refusal behavior.

The

instrument was devised, following a modified behavior analytic approach
(Goldfried and D'surilla, 1969), but significant details of the final
item selection and validation procedures and scoring system were not pro
vided.

Part I of this instrument requires the responsent to rate him

or herself on a 100 point scale on 5 items according to how assertive the
respondent believes him or herself to be and according to how much of
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a problem lack of assertion is for them.

Three other items require yes-

no or short written responses to questions about assertiveness.

McFall

and Twentyman (1973) and McFall and Lillesand (19?1) found one of the
measures, a global self-rating of difficulty saying no, to be insensitive
to treatment effects following assertion training, but significantly
affected by an attention placebo condition.

This section is primarily

used as a global self rating and not often used in statistical analyses.
Part I I , the major component of this inventory consists of 35 sit
uations which the subject responds to'.. A five point scale is used and
responses range from A = I would refuse and would not feel uncomfortable
doing so to E = I would not refuse because it seems to be a reasonable
request.

The authors provide scoring criteria and each response is

classified assertive or non-assertive. The responses are summed,
yielding two scores; Assertive and Nonassertive.
McFall and Lillesand (1971) correlated the CRI with a behavioral
role-play task.

The correlations were high, (pretest, r=.69, p^.01;

and post-test, r=.63, p .01, (McFall and Lillesarid, l'97l) and this
is in contrast to the Usual findings where a paper and pencil device
ad. a behavioral measure of assertiveness are compared (McFall and Lillesand,
1971; Bordewick, 1978; Rich and Schroeder, 1978).

These high correlations

are probably due in part, at least, to the fact that both measures
focused on assertive refusal behavior, and as the domain and definition
of assertiveness is expanded it becomes less likely that measures
involving these two different modes will correlate at all highly.

Rich

and schroeder (197&) cite the item selection procedure and the previously
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mentioned evidence for convergent validity in supporting their belief
that the CRl is one of two devices in this area with adequate validity
and utility as a screening and assessment instrument (Rich and Schroeder,
1976).

It should be emphasized though, that the CRI is designed to be

sensitive to assertive refusal behavior, and its demonstrated utility
is therefore limited to this domain.

In addition, Hall (1978) cites the

fact that the evidence for validity in this case has been from studies
using the CRI and not from direct validation studies, and more work
needs to be done on this instrument.
Of the most prominant and frequently used paper and pencil measures
of assertiveness, the Assertion Inventory (Gambrill and Richey, 1975).
the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (Rathus, 1973)» and the Conflict
Resolution Inventory (McFall and Lillesand, 1971) are perhaps the best
representation of the current paper and pencil devices in this area.
They possess the strongest psychometric properties and potential utility
in terms of the behavioral domains included by the items and intended
target populations.
Of the commonly used behavioral measures and techniques, there
are three kinds; 1) self monitoring, 2) role playing, and 3) unobtrusive
situations techniques (Rich and Schroeder, 1976).

Each of these will be

discussed below.
The self monitoring technique was used by Hedquist and Weinhold (1970)
who had subjects record their own assertive behavior in a diary format.
This has obvious limitations involving reliability and the difficulty
in carrying out validity checks (Hedquist and Weinhold, 1970; Rich and
Schroeder, 1976).
The second method requires subjects to role play situations which demand.
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assertive responses.

Their behavior is then rated by judges according

to various preset components of assertiveness and/or global ratings
of assertiveness.

The Behavior in Critical Situations Scale (BCSS) was

developed by Weinman, Gelbert, Wallace, and Post (1972). This technique
involved rating the individual's behavior in four different situations
which were designed to elicit four different aspects of assertive
behavior; l) affiliations conversation, and seeking information, 2) dis
agreement; extent to which the subject defends his opinions, 3) default;
extent to which the subject demands full payment after being shortchanged
(Rich and Schroeder, 19?6).

The fourth task, failure, involved the

subject being criticised by the experimenter for failing to solve unsolvable problems.

Persistence in the face of this criticism was

considered assertive responding!

Ethical considerations aside, this

particular task appears to limit the usefulness of this measure due to
the fact that other conceptualizations of assertiveness would have this
scored in the opposite direction.
Eisler, Hersen, and Agras (1973) found the reliability of videotaped
role playing situations to be quite adequate.

The difficulty with this

method however, is that a behavioral role play does not necessarily
accurately reflect the individual's behavior in vivo (Rich and Schroeder,
1976).

Indeed,

Schwartz and Gottman (197&) found that subjects' assertive

behavior in a hypothetical delivery situation was significantly different
from their responses in an in vivo test.

This suggests that role play

tests may more accurately reflect the acquisition of information than a
tendency to act assertively.

Rich and Schroeder (197&) and Bordewick

(1978) have pointed out the difficulties in employing raters to evaluate
these rather complex behaviors as well as the possible reactivity of a
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post-treatment role play assessment situation.
The third set of techniques involves creating a situation in which
the subject's assertive behavior can be observed unobtrusively.

McFall

and Marston (19?0), McFall and Lillesand, (1971) and McFall and Twentyman
(19?3 ) all employed variations on a theme, involving unobtrusive assessment
of assertive behavior in vivo.

In these studies, the subjects were

contacted by phone and presented with an unreasonable request.

In the

first two studies, the measure employed was a simple acquiescencerefusal distinction.

This method was found not to be entirely adequate

(Rich and Schroeder, 197&), and it has been suggested that it'be
abandoned as an assessment technique for a number of reasons.

As a

result of this, McFall and Twentyman (1973) expanded this method in an
effort to make it more sensitive.

This technique involved a confederate

calling up the subject and making a series of requests, each one requiring
more of the subject than the one before.
call was terminated.
request was made.

When the subject refused, the

If the subject complied, then an additional

The subject's response to each request was scored

on a five point scale (1 = unequivocal yes to 5 = une quivocal no) in
addition to an overall assertiveness score on a seven point scale
(McFall and Twentyman, 1973)*

This technique appeared to be a more

sensitive measure.
Cummins, Holombo, and Holte (1977) have developed an improved in
vivo technique for assessing assertive behavior which has considerable
promise.

The subject was asked to fill out a paper and pencil test in

an office containing three chairs and two desks.

A confederate was

seated at one desk filling out the test and had his feet propped on one
of the chairs.

The remaining chair "...was placed at the side of the
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available desk and had six motion picture film cannisters piled on it
in such a manner as to require two armloads to remove the cannisters"
(Cummins et al. , 1977).

In order to have a place to sit, the subject

had to request the confederate to move his feet, remove the cannisters,
or sit on the floor.

If the confederate was asked to move his feet, the

response was scored as assertive, any other response was considered
non-assertive (Cummins et al., 1977)•

The advantages of this technique

are that it employs an in vivo measure of assertion while providing an
opportunity to use controlled, unobtrusive, observation of the subject's
behavior.
Some of the difficulties encountered in using the existing techniques
for assessing assertive behavior have been mentioned above.

The potential

difficulties in self monitoring assessment techniques are ewll documented.
Role playing assessment techniques involve a number of difficulties.
Problems such as the reactivity of the role play due to its being an
"unnatural situation", demand for improvement, and the fact that subjects
may act more assertively in role play situations than in in vivo situations
have been discussed (Rich and Schroeder, 1976; Schwartz and Gottman, 1976;
and Bordewick, 1977).
Clearly, what is needed is a method by which the subject's behavior
in situations designed to elicit assertive behavior can be observed and
quantified unobtrusively.

The telephone interview methods employ this

unobtrusive observation and allow for accurate measures of assertive
refusal, but at this point have been limited to this area.

Even the

extended, or increasing request method used by McFall and Twentyman (1973)*
although more sensitive, was still limited to refusal behavior.

Further,

it is likely that the telephone interview method will remain of limited
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usefulness due to the fact

that it allows only one mode of observation

and it limits the structure and experimental control which can be
employed (Rich and Schroeder, 19?6).
Cummins et al. (197?) have eliminated the problem of accurately
observing and measuring in

vivo behavior directly and unobtrusively by

using a forced interaction

task in which the subject could be rated on

assertiveness.

The utility of this specific method is limited, however,

because the distinction used by Cummins et al. (1977) in rating assertiveness
behavior was a simple yes-no dichotomy.

This is adequate if one is

interested in measuring target specific behavior as these authors were,
but what is needed is a reliable and valid method of measuring a wide
range of behaviors which fall into the category of assertive behavior.
The contrived situation methods which have been developed to date have
only made dichotomous judgements of single behaviors or a circumscribed
class of behaviors.
A measurement employing only one dimension of a class of behaviors
can only possess limited generalizability and validity as a measure of
that behavioral domain.

Therefore, a measure of assertiveness should

sample from a number of these behavioral dimensions contained under the
heading assertiveness.

In addition, a measure consisting of a simple

yes-no distinction can be viewed as analogous to a single item test.
This has questionable psychometric properties and could be much improved,
by the addition of more "items".

An example of a method which meets

these requirements was employed in a study by Mungas et al. (in press).
In this study various measures of social skills and interpersonal anxiety
were employed and a forced interaction task was used in assessing the
subjects' behavior.

Subjects were asked to sit in a room and talk with
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a confederate while two raters observed the interaction through a two.
way mirror.

The raters used a checklist devised for use in this study,

in which they assigned a score of one or zero to each of 10 behavioral
categories according to the presence or absence of that behavior.
10 individual scores were then added to obtain a total score.
reliability was good, as was internal consistency.

The

Inter-rater

Computations yielded

values of .81 and .77 respectively (Mungas et al., in press).
The Jackson Personality Inventory
The devices and techniques used in assertiveness training have diff
iculties associated with them which have limited their usefulness.

Other

tests have been devised which focus on a much wider range of behaviors, and
these broad scope personality tests are not usually used as outcome
measures for behavior therapy treatments for a number of reasons.
such device is the Jackson Personality Inventory.

One

The author employed

a very sophisticated set of techniques in the construction and validation
of .the JPI, and the preliminary data suggest that it has a great deal of
promise as a tool which will fulfill a variety of needs.
The test consists of 16 scales, comprised of 20 true-false items
each (see Appendix A.) (Jackson, 1978).

Each of the 15 content scales

(there is one validity scale, Infrequency) is bipolar along a particular
construct dimension and yields information about the low scorer as well
as the high scorer.

The concepts which form the basis for the JPI scales

are some which have been measured by others as well as some relatively
new formulations which the author believed might be advantageous (Jackson,
1978).
Each scale represents the end result of a long process of defining
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the underlying concept, item writing, item analysis and selection which
was followed in order to insure what Jackson (19?6) terms optimum
properties.

These include "...freedom from response bias, b) fidelity

of items to scale definitions, and c) reasonably normal scale distributions"
(Jackson, 19?6, P* 22).
The reliability of the JPI was extablished using two samples of
subjects.

Bentler's coefficient theta, an index of internal consistency

yielded values for each scale, ranging from .8^ to .95 (Jackson, 19?6).
The validation of the JPI, although not complete, is extremely
thurough and equally impressive.
and self ratings with JPI scores.

Two studies were done comparing peer
The first involved comparing the JPI,

an adjective checklist, self ratings, and peer ratings.

Each of the

ratings and the adjective checklist was constructed by the author
using adjectives relating to each of the 15 JPI scales (Jackson, 19?6).
The resulting multitrait-multimethod matrix provides correlations of the ;
expected relative magnitude in most cases.

The JPI, adjective checklist,

self rating, and peer ratings were further analysed using "...the revised
multimethod factor analysis technique" (Jackson, 19?6, p. 28; Jackson,
1975), and subsequent results provided additional evidence for the
convergent and discriminant validity of the JPI. A second study was done,
employing a similar format but using roommate ratings instead of peer
ratings.

These subjects were more familiar with the individual than

those on the previous study who were described as persons in the subject's
living unit in a college setting.

The remaining validity data was

obtained by studying the profiles of specific groups of individuals and
by correlating the JPI scales with numerous other tests.

In general-, the

data suggest that the JPI possesses a high level of psychometric
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sophistication and that it is likely to prove to be of significant utility
in the future.

Jackson (1978) calls for further work on this test,

especially research on its "...ability to predict socially important
behavior in different situations" (p. 9?)*
As has been addressed previously, the measures and techniques
commonly used in assertiveness training have encountered some serious
difficulties.

One of the more serious problems inherent in these is

the lack of sophistication in terms of item selection and scale
construction in order to insure a measure's psychometric properties
before the test is used.

Too often an instrument's validity is assumed,

when acceptable standards of psychometric quality as suggested by
Gronbach and Meehl (1955) and Campbell and Fiske, (1959) and exemplified
by Jackson (I967, 197&) are not met.
A problem with personality measurement in general and outcome
assessment in particular has been that often the thing to be studied is
not adequately defined or encompases too broad an area to be meaningful
(Fiske et al., 1970).

It has also been suggested that behavior has been

studied in terms of trait measures too much, to the exclusion of in
vestigating the variance contributed by the situation in which the
behavior occurs (Mischel, 1968).

In addition, more moderate views have

encompased the notion of interactions and emphasized the Importance of
taking both person and situational variables Into consideration (Mischel,
1973i 1977).

Also, this has implications for the state-trait controversy

as it relates to assertiveness.

As can be seen from the previous

discussion, assertiveness can be viewed as a state, and as a trait.

The

measures which are more circumscribed and situation specific tend to lack
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the psychometric sophistication and resultant generalizability that
can be achieved with more global trait measures.

A common problem

with the assessment of assertion has been that researchers have often
inadequately specified what they are considering to be the major source
of variation in behavior; person variables, or situation variables: trait
versus state variance.
The issue however, is not whether assertion is a state of a trait,
but what is the relative contribution of each and how do they interact
as circumstances vary?

Clearly then, if an accurate assessment of

assertiveness is to be obtained, relavant person, as well as situation
variables should be taken into account.

This leads to the idea that

perhaps it would be useful to take a wide range personality inventory
with demonstrable psychometric qualities and sophistication and de
termine its utility as a measure of assertive' behavior. This would
recognize the importance of assessing enduring characteristics which
are generalizable across groups of people while taking into account
situational variables which relate to a rather circumscribed set of
behaviors.
Purpose and Hypotheses
The purposes of the present study were (1) to collect normative,
stability, and validity data on a wide range personality inventory,
three commonly used measures of assertiveness, and an in vivo measure
of assertiveness based on behavioral observation; and (2) to assess the
susceptability of these measures to a manipulation in which subjects
were asked to act assertively.
There were two major sets of hypotheses.

The first relates to the

normative, stability, and validity data of the various tests.

It
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was expected that means and standard deviations on all tests will conform
to previously obtained mormative data, when available.

Test-retest

reliability was expected to be adequate for all tests.

Intercorrelations

between scales of the JPI were expected to be similar to those reported
by Jackson (19?8).

Correlations among the paper and pencil assertiveness

measures and the forced interaction task Observation Scale were expected
to be high due to their similar theoretical origin.
There are four scales of the JPI which appear to be related to this
behavioral domain and it was hypothesized that the following scales would
be significantly correlated with measures of assertiveness employed here.
First, anxiety has been shown by others to be associated with lack of
assertiveness (McFall and Marston, 19?0; Orenstein, et al., 1975; Fercell,
et al., 19?^)•

The Anxiety scale on the JPI was expected to have a similar

relationship in the present study.

The Anxiety scale is intended to

measure anxiety in terms of the subjective experience and symptoms in
a normal (i.e. non-psychiatric) population.

(Jackson, 1978).

Second, the Conformity scale of the JPI was expected to correlate
negatively with measures of assertiveness in this study.

The scale Is

intended to identify persons who are either sensitive to, and influenced
by social pressures, compliant, and acquiescent, (high scorerers) or
individualistic, non-conforming, and unyielding (low scorers) (Jackson,
1978).

Scores on this scale were expected to reflect the aspect of

assertiveness involving standing up for one’s rights and making assertive
requests.
Third, the Self Esteem scale was expected to be related to assertiveness
measures.

This scale was constructed primarily to tap the respondent's
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confidence and facility in social situations.

High scorers can be de

scribed as "self assured, composed, egotistical, self possessed, poised,
and self sufficient", while low scorers can be described as "selfdepreciating, timid, unassuming, modest, shy, humble, and self conscious"
(Jackson, 19?6, p. 10).

This scale was expected to have a rather strong

positive correlation with measures of assertiveness, expecially when it
is considered in light of Schwartz and Gottman's (197&) evidence that
positive and negative self statements covary with assertiveness.

Additional

support for this hypothesis comes from the work of Percell (197*0 who
found a positive relationship between a measure of self acceptance and
an assertiveness inventory.
Fourth, the Social Adroitness scale of the JPI was expected to
correlate with the other measures of assertiveness.

This scale is designed

to be sensitive to the respondent's interpersonal skill, especially
ability to be tactful and influential.

High scorers on this scale are

described as "schrewd, sophisticated, tactful, crafty, influential, subtle,
persuasive, discreet, and worldly while low scorers are seen as "direct,
frank, tactless, candid, unpolished, undesigning, outspoken, impolite,
blunt, and naive" (Jackson, 197^, p. 10).

A positive correlation was

expected here because this scale appears to achieve one's goals without
causing interpersonal difficulties in the process.

The qualities

associated with a low scorer of being direct, frank, outspoken, and blunt,
in the context of this scale are not assumed to be positively associated
with assertiveness as it is construed here.

These characteristics as

used in this scale may be more closely associated with aggressive be
havior and so may be considered as not falling within the realm of
assertion.

The second set of hypotheses relates
other measures employed here were likely

to the fact that the JPI and
to be differentially

affected

by an instructional set in which respondents are trying to act assertively.
The intent of the various scales of the JPI is not obvious, and so one's
ability to affect the JPI profile in a specific direction should be
kept to a minimum.

The Assertion Inventory, Rathus Assertiveness

Schedule, and the Conflict Resolution Inventory on the other hand, are
obvious and straight forward in terms of their intent.

It was thought '

to be possible that these scales, with their less subtle items, could
be affected by a demand to influence scores
especially if this set involved a desire

in a particular way,

to appear assertive,

as

might be the case in evaluating change in assertiveness following an
assertiveness training program.

The forced interaction task Observation

Scale was expected not to be influenced by an act assertive demand.

The

demand characteristics of this situation are less obvious than the paper
and pencil test and it was also expected that subjects would be less
able to alter relevant behaviors in vivo.
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Chapter II
Methods
General Design
All subjects took all tests -under normal instructions at pretest.
After a two week interval, the control group took all tests again under
f
normal instructions, and the experimental group took all tests with
the instructions to act assertively.

This design allowed for checks

for differences between groups at pretest, and an evaluation of testretest stability for all measures.

Correlations between all tests at

pretest were obtained to investigate the relationships between the
different measures.

Finally, comparisons between groups at posttest,

and within the control group were done to investigate the susceptability
to a demand for assertiveness response set.
Subjects
Undergraduate students in an introductory psychology class at the
University of Montana participated in this study in order to partially
fulfill an experimental credit requirement.

The sign-up procedure was

structured so that equal proportions of the students by sex were included
(see Appendix B). Originally, 80 subjects, 40 male, and 40 female,
signed up to participate in this study.

Due to cancellations, attrition

from pre to posttest, and three invalid profiles, the final sample
included 5^ subjects, 26 males and 30 females.
Dependent Measures
The Jackson Personality Inventory (Jackson, 1976), Rathus Assertiveness
Schedule (Rathus, 1973)» "the Assertion Inventory (Gambrill and Richey,
1975)» and the Conflict Resolution Inventory (McFall and Lillesand, 1971)
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were administered to each subject (see Appendicies A and C through E).

y

The Al and RAS were chosen for their apparently good psychometric
properties and the fact that together they include a wide range of be
haviors and situations.

The CRI was also chosen for its apparent

qualities, and this test is more specific to an important subset of
assertive behavior, assertive refusal.

Much research on assertiveness

has been done using assertive refusal as a behavioral criteria.

The

inclusion of the CRI allowed for more meaningful comparison with other
research as well as an indication of the relationship between assertive
refusal and assertiveness as defined by a broader range of behaviors
and situations.
In addition to these self report measures of assertiveness, a behavioral
assessment of assertive behavior was employed., A forced interaction task
was derived from the method used by Cummins et al., (197?) described
earlier. 'A room with a two way mirror was set up with a desk and three
chairs.
another.

A male confederate was sitting in one chair with his feet on
The third and only other chair in the room had a pile of journals

stacked on it, requiring two armloads to remove.

Each subject was

asked by an experimental aid to enter this room and talk to the
confederate for three minutes.

Upon entering the room and being

greeted by the confederate, the subject was forced to either remove the
books, ask the confederate to move his feet, sit on the floor, or remain
standing.

After the subject entered the room, the confederate engaged

him or her in conversation. The confederate was instructed to 1) ask
a minimal number of questions, and 2) allow silences to occur; that
is, to only initiate conversation after silences became uncomfortable.

While the subject is in the room, two unobtrusive observers rated
the subject on a checklist of ten categories of assertiveness.

The

categories of behavior were 1) Assertive request, 2) loudness of voice,
3) Awkward silences, 4) Initiation of conversation, 5) Talk balance,
6) Eye contact, 7) Comfort/confidence, 8) Appropriate affect, and
10) Directness (see Appendix F). Observers were provided with a de
scription of the criteria used in scoring each category (see Appendix
G).

Each category was scored "1" or "0" according to the presence or

absence of that behavior.

The sum of the scores for the ten categories

was used in the subsequent analyses.

Estimates of inter-rater reliability

for the Observation Scale were .79» *91» and .85for pretest,

posttest,

and pre and post combined respectively.
Experimental Manipulation
The experimental manipulation involved providing the experimental
group with a description of the goals, methods, and philosophy of
assertion training as described by Lang and Jackubowski (19?6) and
asking subjects to act assertively in completing the self report
measures and while participating in the forced interaction task (see
Appendix H).
Procedure
All subjects signed up for the experiment for two, two hour blocks
of time, seperated by exactly two weeks.

Sign up sheets

so that ten subjects (five male and five female) were in

were arranged
each block;

half of these 10 were experimental and half were control subjects.

The

study took place during four evenings and there were two testing sessions
per night, one from 6-8 P.M. and the other from 8-10 P.M<

Subjects;

were distributed such that the following variables were counterbalanced;
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treatment, sex, and whether they participated in the forced interaction
task before or after the other tests (see Appendix I).

In addition, the

order of presentation of the paper and pencil tests was rotated so that
each test was presented first, second, third, and fourth, in approximately
equal proportions.
At pretest, all subjects in both the experimental and control groups
were instructed to take all tests under standard instructions printed on
the test materials.

Either before or after the completioh of the

paper and pencil tests, subjects waited' in a waiting room and were
S

then asked individually to talk with a confederate for three minutes.
At this time, each subject participated in the forced interaction task
described previously.

After three minutes the experimental aid en

tered the room and informed the subject that the time was up and the
subject left the room.

During the forced interaction task, the two

unobtrusiye observers rated the subject’s behavior on the ten point
Observation Scale described previously.
After a two week interval, all subgroups participated in the same order
that they did two weeks before; that is, those subjects who were run
at 8:00 Monday night at pretest, were run at 8:00 Monday night two
weeks later for the posttest.

The control group were run under standard

instructions and identical conditions as they did previously.

The

experimental group, however, was given "act assertively" instructions,
described earlier prior to completing the paper and pencil measures.
This was presented in written and audiotaped format concurrently (see
Appendix H).

In addition, each subject in the experimental group was

reminded prior to the forced interaction task to "act assertively".

The

forced interaction task was identical to that used in the pretest.

The

two observers also rated the subjects' behavior in the manner described
previously.

After the posttest, each subject filled out a short

questionaire designed to elicit the subject's ideas about the intent
of the study.

Finally, each subject was personally debriefed, given

his experimental credit, and allowed to leave.
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Chapter III
Results
Normative Data
Means and standard deviations were computed for the JPI using doth
raw data and T scores.

Raw score data were compared with those obtained

by Jackson (197&), and z tests were performed comparing means for males
and females (see Appendix j).

In general, the data conformed to. previous

norms reported by Jackson (197&) with a few exceptions.

For males,

significant differences were found for Anxiety z=2.26 p^.05* Complexity
z=-2.94 p>-.01, Conformity z=2.35 p^.01, and Value Orthodoxy z=2.81 p£.0l.For females, significant differences were found on Anxiety z=2.01 p^.05,
Breadth of Interest z=-1.69 p^.05, Complexity z=-2.63 p5.01, Responsibility
z=l.95 p5.05, and Value Orthodixy z=2.86 p*.01.

These data, although

statistically significant, tend not to reflect large behavioral differences.
If a deviation of 5 T is accepted as being behaviorally significant,
the data take a somewhat different form (see Appendix K).

The Complexity

scale yielded a mean of 43.89 for males, and 44.57 for both sexes combined.
The Value Orthodoxy scale yielded a score of 55.00 for females.

The

remaining scales produced scores which were within the 45 to 55 T range.
The RAS yielded means and standard deviations which generally conformed
to previous normative data (see Appendix L).

Two scores are obtained on

the Assertion Inventory; Discomfort and Response Probability.

When

compared to six sets of normative data reported by the test authors,
the present sample obtained significantly higher scores on the Discomfort
scale in four of the six cases.

High scores on these scales incicate

lower response probability and more discomfort in situations requiring
assertive behavior (see Appendix M)
The authors of the CRI report no normative data, and so comparisons
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can not be made here.

The forced interaction task Observation Scale

yielded a rather skewed distribution, with most of the scores at the
"assertive" end of this 10 point scale, with means of 7*54 and.8.67
obtained for the average of the two raters for males and females respect
ively (see Appendix N).

Since this measure was devised for the present .

study, no comparisons can be made with previous data.
Test-Retest Correlations
Test-retest stability for a two week interval was computed using
control group data, and was generally adequate for all scales with
some exceptions (see Appendix 0).

The JPI Complexity scale yielded a

Pearson r of .35 for males and females combined and .43 and .25 for .:
males and females respectively.

The responsibility scale of the JPI

yielded a correlation of .13 for females.

Females obtained a correlation

of .41 on the AI-Discomfort scale, while values of .07j .01, and .14
for both .sexes combined, males, and females respectively were obtained
on the response Probability scale.

The Conflict Resolution Inventory •.

Nonassertion scale yielded a correlation of .42 for males.

It is

interesting to note that for the Observation Scale, for the raters combined
males yielded a correlation of .62 while females yielded a value of 22,
Correlations Between the Dependent Measures at Pretest
Intercorrelations between JPI scales are generally similar to those
reported by Jackson (1976), (see Table 1).

In terms of correlations

Insert Table 1 about here

between all measures, the RAS correlated most highly with the Al, CRI,
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and. conceptually related scales on the JPI (see Table 2).

It is important

Insert Table 2 about here

to note that of the 15 JPI scales, the three which correlated most
highly with the RAS are based on constructs which axe closely related
to assertiveness.

These scales are Anxiety r=-.55» Conformity r=-.52,

and Self Esteem r=-.63.
The CPI, Al, and the forced interaction task Observation Scale
showed essentially no relationship with each other or with scales on
the JPI except for a correlation of -.42 between the Al Discomfort scale
and the RAS.

A correlation of .70 was obtained between the two scales

of the Al, and the two scales of the CRI yielded an intercorrelation of
-.85.

All of these values are in the expected direction.

Within Group and Between Group Analyses
For the analyses of variance, four subjects were randomly eliminated
so that each group had 26 subjects apiece, with sexes equally distributed.
A group (2) by sex (2) by time (2) analysis of variance was calculated
for each scale of the JPI and the other measures.
the analyses of variance are in Appendix P.
effects for sex.

Summary tables for

There were no main

There were some main, and interaction effects for all

the variables, and Newman-Keules analyses were done where appropriate.
(see Appendix Q).

Although there were no interaction effects, further

analyses were done on the: Anxiety scale,

There was a significant pre

post decrease in the experimental group, •X^-X^ 5.42, p=^.05, but not
in the control group.

There was also a significant pre-post increase

Table

±

Intercorrelations of the Jackson Personality Inventory Scales *
Montana Sample
Anxiety
Breadth of Interest
Complexity
Conformity
Energy Level
Innovation
Interpersonal Affect
Organization
Responsibility
Risk Taking
Self Esteem
Social Adroitness
Social Participation
Tolerance
Value Orthodoxy

Anx Bdi
-14
-16
01 34
32 -41
-14 22
-20 35
36 -43
-23 18
06 -0?
-31 0?
-50 12
03 -08
23 -39
-03 3?
06 11

Cpx Cny Enl
-25 64 -35
39 -22 38
-29 39
-10
-24
18 -50
34 -60 59
03 -31 -12
01 -06 04
-05 08 -27
15 -52 64
05 -49 51
06 26 04
-15 39 -12
43 -08 13
06 -05 15

* Decimals omitted

Inv Iaf Org Rsy
-28 35 -02 02
50 28 -05 44
34 -02 26 26
-03 19 -02 -45
38 -06 15 -03
30 -00 06
-13
-31 19
-14
-23
29
04 52 27
32 -13 05 -29
29 -36 36 -32
-10 24 17 -11
-45 27 -04 17
22 -24 25 17
17 25 10 37
Female
N=30

Rkt
-01
06
-06
25
25
33
-11
-09
-47
70
16
25
17
23

Ses Sea Spt T q I Vlo
-43 27 ^7 -06 24
28 05 09 69 -00
16 -10 -26 37 02
-26 29 50 -28 07
40 06 -0? 09 -01
54 22 23 39 -03
22 24 73 36 24
25 11 -29 -17 -06 Male
-17 -34 -04 64 26 N=26
23 52 13 -11 10
35 23 11 -02
17
53 -19 08
01 11
02 30
08 -1 9 .
- 00
-01
11 -04 44 30

Table 1 continued

Intercorrelations of the Jackson Personality Inventory Scales
Normative Sample (Jackson, 1976)
Anxiety
Breadth of Interest
Complexity
Conformity
Energy Level
Innovation
Interpersonal Affect
Organization
,Responsibility
Risk Taking
Self Esteem
Social Adroitness
Social Participation
Tolerance
Value Orthodoxy

Anx Bdi
-23
-19
-05 58
38 -48
-39 51
-27 50
26 26
00 -16
-02 15
-33 45
-36 30
-01 04
03 01
-23 51
06 -26

Cpx Cny Enl
-09 36 -3?
53 -34 44
-25 25
-56
-31
36 -34
44 -4? 33
22 -04 09
-20 20 03
06 03 21
3? -39 44
20 -30 36
-06 19 -03
-10 12 13
46 -45 38
-43 34 -14

Inv Iaf Org Rsy Rkt Ses
-13 32 -04 -08 -18 -29
44 24 -05 10 30 29
50 21 -19 -05 30 27
-32 17 13 13 -28 -15
33 08 21 18 26 55
11 -16 -08 36 25
13
-11 35 09 24
-08 -06
33 -42 01
03 44 05
-25 03
41
4? . 02 -16 -09
40 20 08 04 31
18 -02 06 -29 18 25
00 34 11 10 04 43
27 22 -26 24 25 '23
-13 06 18 32 -34 -19
Female
N=100

Sea Spt Tol Vlo
-01 22 -23 04
05 17 48 -18
02 22 39 -36
35 30 -27 24
15 12 26 -02
09 -01 38 -12 Male
16 48 35 05 N=100
11 -08 -19 24
-04 12 23 37
02 17 25 -15
23 27 21 -17
22 10 07
20
24 -05
10
-13
23
01 02 -23
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Table 2
Correlations Between Scales*
<■
■H

Anxiety
B'readth of Interest
Complexity
Conformity
Energy level
Innovation
Interpersonal Affect
Organization
Responsibility
Risk Taking
Self Esteem
Social Adroitness
Social Participation
Tolerance
Value Orthodoxy
RAS
Al Discomfort
Al Probability
• CRI Assertive
CRI Nonassertive
OS Rater 1
OS Rater 2

*N=56

ft

bD

ft

Cfl
nS
H
O
«
-14 -10 -57
-23 -22 34 -13 04
36 -30
31 49 02
04 21
-20
28 35 01
14 12
-37 -33 24,-04 -20
48 -09
09 -16
10
15 07
-28
32
05

CO

nj
o

ft

ft
.o
ft

0.
ft
cn CO
CO
-18 -47 13
33 -04
06 19 -02 -1 5 56
05 10 -00 -20 39
-14 -38 2? 44 -20
45 46 03 -10 10
33 38 06 -18 31
-11 -06 24 50 18
-02 31 13 -16 -02
-36 -25 -20 07
46
51
33 20
02
25 09
09
33 -16
01

Decimals are omitted, Males and Females combined

o
£
14
49
05
01
07
09
24
02
32
17
05
02
38
12

CO
<£

ft

ft

I
ft

I
ft

K
<
-55 35
32 -26
21 -27
-52 21
33 -18
32 -25
-21 19
29 -17
-10 07
34 -26
63 -33
13 -11
-22 20
14 -25
-09 28
-42

*

H
«

s
c

ft
«

tH

CO

.

c\J

CO

<0 o
o o o
14 -09 18 -25 -22
-22 25 -35 05 17
-17 04 -03 10 06
03 -11 21 -16 -1?
-13 19 -19 -07 -03
-1? 26 -22 08 25
05 -16 16 -20 -11
05 09 -03 16 11
09 -07 -00 -04 06
-30 09 -14 02 02
-30 16 -23 21 11
-31 -15
13 19 17
-10 -31 27 -14 -05
-31 13 -20
08 14
08 -09 09 -14 -06
-30 23 -25 28 16
71 -06 05 -16 -18
03 01 -28 -35
-85 14 15
-06 00
79
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in the Self Esteem scale for the experimental group X^-X^= 3.19, P^.05,
while there was no significant change in the control group.

It should

be noted that the Self Esteem and Anxiety scales are two of the three
scales which correlated highly with the RAS.

Conformity is the

exception.
The RAS yielded a significant pre-post increase in the experimental
group, X^-X^= 18.15, p^.01.
Nonassertive.

The CRI yields two scores, Assertive and

There was a significant pre-post increase for the

experimental group on the Assertive scale X^-X^= 4.00, p^f.05, and a
decrease forthe Nonassertive scale X^-X^= 3*42, p<C.05.
no consistent results.

The Al yielded

This scale also yields two scores;

and Al response Probability.

Al Discomfort,

Although no. interaction effects were found

in either case, additional analyses were done for both scales to
investigate between group differences.

The Discomfort scale obtained

a significant pre-post increase for the experimental as well as the
control group, with scores of X^-X^= 10.6 2 , p ^.05 and X^ - X ^ 16.5, p-^. 01
respectively.

The response Probability scale yielded a significant
r ■

pre-post change for the control group with a score of X^-X^= 10.1 9 ,
p^.05 and X^-X^ 13.00, p-£ 05.

The forced interaction task Observation

Scale was not affected by the response set (see Appendix Q).
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Chapter IV
Discussion
Normative and stability data on the JPI are generally consistent
with previous findings where available.
however,

There were exceptions to this,

A difference from the mean of + 5 £" has been accepted as

the criteria for judging a discrepancy as being significant behaviorally.

The complexity scale of the JPI yielded low scores for both

sexes combined as well as males.

In addition, the value Orthodoxy

scale yielded a high score for females.

The Complexity score for

males suggests traits such as uncomplicated, unreflective, straight
forward, predictable, and matter-of-fact apply to this sample (Jackson,
19?6).

This rather conservative and conventional theme is also re

flected in the data obtained for females on the Value Orthodoxy scale,
which suggests traits such as moralistic, conventional, strict, prim,
devout, prudish, puritanical, righteous, and rigid (Jackson, 1976).
The original normative sample was obtained in the late 60s and early
70s, and perhaps this discrepancy is a function of a general change
in the values and attitudes of the college age population.

In general,

however, the JPI data did replicate previous findings.
The other measures yielded mixed results.

While the RAS results

conformed to previous normative data, the Assertion Inventory yielded
means which indicated a tendency toward more discomfort and less
probability of responding than other samples.

The JPI and RAS data

suggest that the current sample is representative of the college
population in general, and so it is not likely that the discrepancy •
in Al scores reflects the current sample's deviation from the norm.
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Low correlations with other similar measures, as well as low stability
coefficients raise some questions about the psychometric quality of
this measure.

However, no firm statement about random error or

construct validity can be made based on this data alone, and further
research is needed.
The CRI produced distributions which appeared normal, and means
for both scales were approximately at the middle of the possible range
of scores.
The forced interaction task Observation Scale yielded a negatively
skewed distribution, with the obtained mean for the average of the
two raters for both sexes combined being almost eight.

It is possible

that the test items were simply not sensitive to a wide range of
assertive behavior as they were intended to be. Also, the skewed
distribution could be because the forced interaction task did not elicit
a wide enough range of behaviors to allow scores on the rating scale
to distribute normally.

Probably both of these factors play a part.

The JPI stability coefficients were generally adequate with some
exceptions.

The other measures did not do so well.

The CRI Non-

assertive scale yielded a slightly low score for males only, while
both scales on the Assertion Inventory were inadequate for females but
only the Probability scale was inadequate for males.

Both the RAS

and JPI are more global, trait measures while the AI and CRI are
more circumscribed and behaviorally specific.

This difference could

be an important factor in the relative stability of these measures,
as well as for their general psychometric quality.

This Issue will

’
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be discussed, in detail later.
Intercorrelations between scales indicate that of all the measures,
only the RAS and three scales of the JPI correlated highly with each
other.

Social Adroitness was the only JPI scale which did not perform

according to prediction and a close look at the content of this scale
provides a possible explanation of this.

As would be expected, some

items are meant to tap an individual's social skills and ability to
manuver interpersonally.

However, an important aspect of this scale

relates to the respondent's tact and diplomacy.

Possibly, there are

)

times when a person is acting in a highly assertive manner and he or she
must occasionally dispense with diplomacy in order to openly and
honestly assert his or her rights.

However, it can be said that if

a person is acting in a highly insensitive, and unskillful manner, this
is not necessarily unassertive.

There is undoubtedly a skill component

in both of these constructs, but that, is probably where the relationship
ends.

Apparently these two cpnstructs are not linearly related.

It was expected that not only would the four selected JPI scales
correlate highly with the other scales, but that the remaining three
would correlate significantly with each other.

This did not happen.

At first glance, given the common conceptual basis for these measures,
the results are baffeling.

However, a more careful content analysis

of the items shows that the similarity between these measures is
actually not very extensive.

The JPI and RAS are both intended as

trait measures, and as such, they cover a wide range of behaviors.and
their relationship is due to this fact.

The AI and GRI are different in
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this respect.

Although the AI items cover a very wide range of behaviors,

the response format is limited to only two types of answers; a sub
jective rating of discomfort, and judgment of the response probability.
Instead of the respondent rating an item on a general dichotomous true
or false, or along a range according 'to how characteristic the item is,
the subject is required to behave in a more specific way.

This speci

ficity probably acts to limit the test's generalizability in this case.
The CRI is limited to the domain of assertive refusal.

In most

conceptualizations, assertive refusal is only a small subset of the
total range of assertive behavior.

Also, by definition, an instrument

designed to measure assertive refusal only covers a small subset of
the total range of assertive behavior.

Furthermore, an instrument

designed to measure assertive refusal can only involve situations in
which requests are made.

The test, then, involves a specific type of

response within a rather limited range of situations.

This specificity,

theoretically should limit the test's generalizability and therefore its
demonstrable relationship to other similar measures.
The Observation scale also did not correlate very highly
of the other measures.

with any

This test was designed to be a global behavioral

measure of assertiveness, covering a wide range of relevant behaviors.
Theoretically it should have, shown a considerable overlap with the
other measures.

Possible reasons for this

involve questions ofthis

test's validity and this will be discussed in detail later.
Three of the paper and pencil measures were affected to some degree
by the act assertively response set.

Contrary to expectation,

Anxiety

and Self Esteem, two of the three JPI scales which were correlated with
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the RAS, were clearly affected by the manipulation.

The present results

indicate that subjects with a particular response set to act assertively
can affect their scores significantly on at least two relevant scales.
Apparently subjects can, to some degree, identify relevant from
irrelevant items and change their scores in a desired direction.

The

Conformity scale was both highly correlated with the RAS and not
affected by the instructions, and this suggests that it has utility
as a measure of assertiveness, especially in situations in which
this demand may be operating.
The RAS and CRI were also clearly affected by the manipulation, and
this result corresponds to expectations, given the obvious and
straightforward nature of their item content.

The AI had the lowest

test-retest correlations and results were uninterpretable in terms- of
the manipulation effects, thus no firm conclusions can be drawn from
this data,
The forced interaction task Observation Scale showed no effect
due to the manipulation and there are two possible reasons for this.
First, this test is based on observations of in vivo assertive behavior,
and it is possible that with simple instructions subjects can affect
their scores on paper and pencil measures, however they can not affect
their actual assertive behavior.

This could account for the results,

but in order for these results to support this hypothesis, the in vivo
measure must be sensitive to the relevant behaviors.

There appear

to be serious problems with this measure which lend support to a second
hypothesis.
The second, and probably more adequate explanation, questions the

Page ^9
quality of this instrument as a measure of assertive behavior.
facts indicate that this measure is questionable.

Three

First, the skewed

distribution obtained at pretest suggests that the observation scale
was restricted in the range of behaviors elicited, or in its sen
sitivity to changes in relevant behavior.

Second, the test-retest

stability coefficients were generally weak, especially for females,
and this leads to further doubt of this test's quality.

Third, if it

is accepted that the RAS and JPI possess even marginal validity as
measures of assertiveness, the lack of relationship between the
Observation Scale and these other measures must be seen as reflecting
its lack of validity.

The limitations of this measure render these

data inconclusive regarding the question of whether these subjects
could affect their paper and pencil test scores while being unable to
change their behavior in vivo.

Theory suggests that this is the

case, but,a vald, unobtrusive measure of in vivo assertive behavior
is needed to demonstrate this.
A part of the rationale for this study was to test the relative
utility of the various measures employed.

In terms of the act

assertively instructions, the JPI, RAS, and CRI were all affected.
These results clearly indicate that it is possible to affect scores in
this rather specific way, and that if this set is operating in an
assessment situation, test results on the JPI, RAS, and CRI would be
highly questionable.

Furthermore, workers using these measures in

therapy outcome studies should be aware of their susceptability to
this kind of demand and take steps to minimize its effects.

Also,
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these results raise some doubts about past research employing these
measures in which similar demands may have been operating.
It should be included here that although the Observation Scale
did not perform as intended, it still has potential as a method of
assessing assertive behavior in vivo.

It is very important to assess

behavior directly when possible but in vivo measures are difficult
to work with.

The role play situation has obvious problems with

demand effects.

The forced interaction task, while still being a

contrived situation, provides the structure which is needed for
standardized assessment, without as many demand effects, and is as
close a reproduction of an authentic interpersonal situation as can
be achieved in the laboratory.

It is suspected that further research

would show that this method can be improved in two ways.

First, the
v

situation needs to be structured such that more specifically assertive
behavior is elicited.

Also, it is important to tap a wider range of

assertive behaviors; assertive requests as well as assertive refusals
and related behavior.

This may be accomplished by structuring the situ-

ation more so as to include, for instance, more questions by the
confederate and other conditions designed to elicit more behaviors
fr®m the subject.

Second, the scale items need to be refined more so

that they reflect more accurately the domain of assertive behaviors
and so that they discriminate more adequately variations in relevant
behavior.
Some general conclusions can be made from the data reported here.
When evaluated in terms of their test-retest stability, an<i inter
correlations' with other measures, the tests tended to fall into three

(
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First, the forced interaction task Observation Scale yielded

rather poor results.

The general pattern of scores suggests that

this instrument in its present state is not useful as an assertiveness
s

measure.

Second, the CRI and one scale of the AI yielded low correlations

with the other assertiveness measures.

In the case of the AI, there

may be a reliability problem, but both the AI and CRI are based on
rather specific behavioral domains and or responses.

Third, the JPI

and RAS both performed largely as expected, yielding high correlations
between each other.

These tests are similar in that they are trait

measures, based on a more broad conceptual base and requiring a less
specific response behavior.
According to these distinctions, the trait measures faired better
thah the more specific measures in terms of an evaluation of their
psychometric properties.

These results have importance for state

and trait conceptualizations of assertiveness and assessment in this
area. >These data are not in support of the idea that assertiveness
is strictly a trait, or strictly a state, or even that most of the
variation in assertive behavior is either situational or person
variance.

The "either-or" distinction is not appropriate.

Clearly,

assertiveness is accurately viewed as involving long range, enduring
patterns of behavior.

Trait measures of assertion perform as expected

according to theory, however, it seems obvious that the situational
component of assertive behavior is also very important.

The two

measures here which emphasize the situational importance, and rely on
specific behaviors do not meet accepted stancards of psychometric
quality in that they do not correlate with conceptually related measures.
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This does not mean that these', instruments do not contain useful infor
mation, they just do not reflect enduring predispositions or patterns
of behavior.

Indeed, they are not supposed to.

The information gained

by using a measure which emphasizes situational variables and specific
behaviors is useful when it is confined to these variables but the
potency of this information is quickly diminished as soon as the data
are applied to a broader range of conditions.
breaks down (Jaccard, 197^).

Their generalizability

According to this, the reason that the

specific measures do not show a relationship to other similar measures
is that they are too circumscribed and the conceptual overlap is
insufficient to cause high enough correlations.
This suggests then, that the most useful information to be gained
by these more specific instruments is data regarding certain behaviors
is specific situations.

These tests should hot be "asked" to provide

answers to questions involving trait variance.

Conversely the trait

measures do not shed much light on situational variables.
The arguments just stated lead to some comments about the proper
use of various instruments.

Researchers and practitioners in this

area should be cautioned about what they are demanding of their
particular assessment instruments.

If the clinician is interested

primarily in situational factors in the assertive behavior of a
client, an instrument emphasizing this is appropriate because he or
she is asking what behaviors occur in this situation.

If the researcher

is interested in making generalizations about groups or in distinguishing
individual differences in the context of group norms, then a trait
measure is likely to yield the most useful information.

Furthermore,

the present data suggest that the more global, trait measure may be the
only way to obtain useful results in this case.

This is because of

the fact that as the test becomes more specific, it also becomes less
generalizable,
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APPENDIX A '
Trait Descriptions' for the Jackson Personality Inventory*

Scale

Description of High

Description of
Low Scorer

Anxiety

Tends to worry over
inconsequential matters;
more easily upset than
the average person; ap
prehensive about the future.

Remains calm in stressful sit
uations; takes things as they
come without worrying; can
relax in difficuly situations;
usually composed and collected.

Breadth of
Interest

Is attentive and involved;
motivated to participate in
a wide variety of activi-r i r ■
ties; interested in learning
about a diversity of things.

Has narrow range of interests,
remains uninterested when exposed
to new activities; has few
hobbies; confined tastes,

Complexity

Seeks intricate solutions
to problems; is impatient
with oversimplification;
is interested in pursuing
topics in depth regardless
of their difficulty; enjoys
abstract thought; enjoys
>
.
intricacy.

Prefers concrete to abstract
interpretations; avoids con
templative thought; lininterested
in probing for new insight. .

Conformity

Is susceptible to social influence and group pressures;
tends to modify behavior to
be consistent with standards
set by others; follows suit;
fits in.

Refuses to go along with the
crowd; unaffected and unswayed
by others’ opinions; independent
in thought and action,

Energy Level

Is active and spirited; possesses reserves of strength;
does not tire easily; capable of intense work or recreational activity for
long periods of time.

Tires quickly and easily;
avoids strenuous activities;
lacks stamina; requires a great
deal of rest; slow to respond,

Innovation

A creative and inventive
individual, capable of
origionality and thought,
motivated to develop novel
solutions to problems; valr
ues new ideas; likes to
improvise.

Has little creative motiTvation; seldom seeks origin
ality; conservative thinker;
prefers routine activities.

* Taken from Jackson, (I976), pp. 10-11.
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Interpersonal
Affect

Tends to identify closely
with other people and
their problems; values
close emotional ties
with others; concerned
about others.
j

Emotionally aloof; prefers imper
sonal to personal relationships;
displays little compassion for
other people's problems; has
trouble relating to people; is
emotionally unresponsive to those
around him.

Organization

Makes effective use of
time; completes work on
schedule; is not easily
distracted.

Frequently procrastinates; easily
distracted; falls behind in
assignments or duties; often
loses things; personal effects
frequently in disarray; handles
situations in an unsystematic,
unpredictable way; rarely plans
before doing things.

Responsibility

Feels a strong obligation .
to be honest and upright;
experiences a sense of duty
to other people; has a
strong and inflexible
conscience.

Apathetic about helping others;
frequently breaks a promise;
takes little interest in com
munity projects; can't be relied
on to meet obligations; refuses
to be held to answer for his
actions.

Risk Taking

Enjoys gambling and
taking a chance; willingly
exposes self to situations
with uncertain outcomes;
enjoys adventures having an
element of peril; takes
chances; unconcerned with
danger.

Cautious about unpredictable
situations; unlikely to bet;
avoids situations of personal
risky even those with great
rewards; doesn't take chances
regardless of whether the risks
are physical, social, monetary
or ethical.

Self Esteem

Confident in dealing with
others; not easily embarrass
sed. or influenced by others;
shows presence in interper
sonal situations; possesses
aplomb.

Feels awkward among people, esp
ecially strangers; ill at ease
socially; prefers to remain un
noticed at social events; has
low opinion of himself as a
group member; lacks selfconfidence; easily embarrassed.

Social
Adroitness

Is skillful at persuading
others to achieve a particu
lar goal, sometimes by in
direct means; occasionally
may be seen as manipulative
of others, but is ordinarily
diplomatic; socially intell
igent.

Tactless when dealing with
others; socially naive and
maladroit; speaks in a direct-,
straightforward manner;
insensitive of the effects of
his behavior on others.
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Social
Participation

Will eagerly join a
variety of social groups;
both formal and informal
association with others;
values positive inter
personal relationships;
actively social.

Keeps to himself; has few
friends; avoids social
activities.

Tolerance

Accepts people even though
their beliefs and customs
may differ from his own;
open to new ideas; free
from prejudice; welcomes ■
dissent.

Entertains only opinions
consistent with his own; makes
quick value judgments about
others; feels threatened by
those with different opinions;
rejects people from different
ethnic, religious, cultural or
social backgrounds; identifies
closely with those sharing his
beliefs.

Value
Orthodoxy

Values traditional customs
and beliefs; his values may
be seen by others as "old
fashioned;" takes a rather
conservative view regarding
contemporary standards of
behavior; opposed to change
in social customs..

Critical of tradition; liberal
or radical attitudes regarding
behavior; questions laws and
precedents; acts in an unconventional
manner; believes that few things
should be censored.

Infrequency

Responds in implausible or
apparently random manner,
possibly due to carelessness,
poor comprehension, passive
non-compliance, confusion or
gross deviation.
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SUBJECT SIGN-UP Sheet
NAME OF STUDY (easy to remember) :
PLACE OFSTUDY (be precise):
NAME OF EXPERIMENTER:

J.P.I. Study

.

Clinical Psychology Center (Beckwith and Arthur)

David Brown •

________________________________ _ _ _

r

Duration: k hours

1 credits

Date: Tuesday October 24_____________
and

Tuesday November 7

Subjects in this study are being asked to participate on two seperate
days. For instance, if you sign up for 6:00 - 8:00 P.M. on thursday,
November 2, you are also asked to participate on Thursday, November 16 at
the same time, 6;00 - 8:00 P.M. You must be available both times. You
will be given 4 credits at the end of the second session.
If you are male, please sign next to a space where it says "male".
you are female, please sign next to a space where it says "female".

If

If you have any questions, please call me at the Clinical Psychology
Center (243-^523)•
Thanks.
TIME

SUBJECT’S NAME

PHONE NUMBER

MALES ONLY
1. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

male

2. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

male

3. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

male

4. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

male

5. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

male

....

//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////
FEMALES ONLY
6. 6*00 - 8:00 P.M.

female

7'. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

female

8. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

female

9. 6:00 - 8:00 P.M.

female

• - J t •?,'(,
0. b;00 - 8:00 P.M.

female

Page 62

APPENDIX'G
Rathus Assertiveness Schedule

Directions: Indicate how characteristic or descriptive each of the
following statements is of you by using the code given
below.
+3
+2
+1
-1
-2
-3

very characteristic of me, extremely descriptive
rather characteristic of me, quite descriptive
somewhat characteristic of me, slightly nondescriptive
somewhat uncharacteristic of me, slightly nondescriptive
rather uncharacteristic of me, quite nondescriptive
very uncharacteristic of me, extremely nondescriptive

1. Most people seem to be more aggressive and assertive than I am.
2. I have hesitated to.make or accept dates because of "shyness".
3.

When the food served at a restaurant is not done to my satisfaction,
I complain about it to the waiter or waitress.

4. I am careful to avoid hurting other people's feelings, even when
I feel that I have been injured.
5. If a salesman has hone to considerable trouble to show me
merchandise which is not quite suitable, I have a difficult
time in saying "No".
6. When I am asked to do something, I insist upon knowing why.
7. There are times when I look for a good, vigorous argument.
8.

I strive to get ahead as well as most people in my position.

9 . To be honest, people often take advantage of me.
10,

I enjoy starting conversations with new acquaintances and strangers.

11.

I often don't know what to say to attractive persons of the opposite
sex.

12.

I will hesitate to make phone calls to business establishments and
institutions.

13.

I would rather apply for a job or for admission to a college by
writing letters than by going through with personal interviews.

14.

I find it embarrassing to return merchandise.

15.

If a close and respected relative were annoying me, I would smother
my feelings rather than express my annoyance.

l6.

I have avoided asking questions for fear of sounding stupid.

1?.

During an argument I am sometimes afraid that I will get so upset
that I will shake all over.

18.

If a famed and respected lecturer makes a statement which I think
is incorrect, I will have the audience hear my point of view as well.
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19.

I avoid arguing over prices with clerks and salesmen.

20.

When I have done something important or worthwhile, I manage to
let others know about it.

_2i. I' am open and frank about my feelings.
22.

If someone has been spreading false and bad stories about me, I
see him or her as soon as possible to "have a talk" about it.

23.

I often have a hard time saying "no".

2h.

I tend to bottle up my emotions rather than make a scene.

2 5 ‘ 'i complain about poor service in a restaurant and elsewhere.

26.

When I am given a compliment, I sometimes just don’t know what to say.

2 7.

If a couple near me in a theater or at a lecture were conversing
rather loudly, I would ask them to be quiet or to take their
conversation elsewhere.

28.

Anyone attempting to push ahead of me in a line is in for a good
battle.

29.

I am quick to express my opinion.

30.

There are times when I just can’t say anything.
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Assertion InventoryMany people experience difficulty in handling interpersonal situations
requiring them to assert themselves In some way, for example, turning
down a request, asking a favor, giving someone a compliment, expressing
disapproval or approval, etc.

Please indicate your degree of discomfort

or anxiety in the space provided before each situation listed below.
Utilize the following scale to indicate degree of discomfort:
1
2
3
4
5

=
=
=
=
=

none
a little
a fair amount
much
very much

Then, go over the list a second time and indicate after each item the
probability or likelihood of your displaying the behavior if actually
presented with the situation,* For example, if you rarely apologize
when you are at fault, you would mark a "4" after that item.

Utilize

the following scale to indicate response probability:
1
2
3
4
5
*Note.

;= always do it
= usually do it
= Do it about half the time
= rarely do it
= never do it

It is important to cover your discomfort ratings (located in

front of the items) while indicating response probability.

Otherwise,

one rating may contaminate the other and a realistic assessment of your
behavior is unlikely.

To correct for this, place a piece of paper over

your discomfort ratings while responding to the situations a second time
for response probability.

Degree of
discomfort

Situation

1. Turn down a request to borrow your car
2. Compliment a friend
3. Ask a favor of someone

Response
probability
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Degree of
discomfort

Situation

4. Resist sales pressure
5. Apologise when you are at fault
6. Turn down a request for a meeting or date
?. Admit fear and request consideration
8. Tell a person you are intimately involved
with when he/she does something that
bothers you
9. Ask for a raise
10. Admit ignorance in some area
11. Turn down a request to borrow money
12. Ask personal questions
13. Turn off a talkative friend
1*4-, Ask for constmctive criticism
15. Initiate a conversation with a stra,nger
16. Compliment a person you are romantically
involved with or interested in
I?. Request a meeting or a date with a person
18. Your initial request for a meeting is
turned down and you ask the person again at
a later time
19. Admit confusion about a point under discus
sion and ask for clarification
20. Apply for a job
21. Ask whether you have offended someone
22. Tell someone that you like them
23. Request expected service when such is
not forthcoming, e.g., in a restaurant
2k-, Discuss openly with the person his/her

criticism of your behavior
25. Return defective items, e.g., store or
restaurant

Response
probability
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Degree of
discomfort

Situation

2 6 . Express an opinion that differs from that
of the person you are talking to
27. Resist sexual overtures when you are not
interested
28. Tell the person when you feel he/she has
done something that is unfair to you
29. Accept a date
30. Tell someone good news about yourself
31. Resist pressure to drink
32. Resist a significant person's unfair
demand
33*. Quit a job
34. Resist pressure to "turn on"
35. Discuss openly with the person his/her
criticism of.your work
36. Request the return of borrowed items
37. Receive compliments
38. Continue to converse with someone who
disagrees with you
39. Tell a friend or

someone.with whom youwork

when he/she says or does something that
bothers you
40. Ask a person who

is

public situation to stop

annoying you in a

Response
probability
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Conflict Resolution Inventory
Directions. Read each situation carefully. Decide which of the five
responses (A-E below) you would be most likely to make if the situation
actually happened to you. Mark the response you select in the
appropriate box on the answer blank supplied. Try to consider each
situation separately, not letting your reaction to, one situation influence,
your reaction to other ones.
Alternatives
A = I would refuse and would not feel uncomfortable
about doing so.
B =

I would refuse but would feel uncomfortable doing so.

C =

I would not refuse but would feel uncomfortable
because I didn't.

D =

I would not refuse even though I might prefer to,
but would not feel particularly uncomfortable be
cause I didn't.

E = I woul-d not refuse because it seems to be a reason
able request.

CRI Situations
1. Suppose you want to sell a book for $5. A mere acquaintance of yours
says thait he/she really needs the book, can't find it anywhere, and
can only pay 43 for it. You are sure that you can easily get $5
for it.
2. Suppose it were a friend who needed the book, but you were broke and
needed $5 to pay off a debt.
3. Suppose it were a mere acquaintance who needed the book, but you
were broke and needed the $5 to pay off a debt.

4. An acquaintance of yours asks you to go with him/her to get something
to eat and you know that he/she will not go if you refuse to
accompany him/her.
5. Suppose a mere acquaintance asks you to go with him/her to get
something to eat; you know that he/she will not go if you refuse to
accompany him/her, but you have just finished eating.
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6. Your roommate is constantly borrowing dimes from you in order to
buy cokes, but he/she never pays you back. You are getting rather
annoyed at this and have decided to stop lending them out to him/
her. Now he/she asks to borrow a dime.
7. Suppose this person were merely an acquaintance from down the hall
who kept borrowing dimes and not repaying them.
8. Suppose your roommate is constantly borrowing dimes from you in
order to buy cokes, but he/she never pays you back. You are getting
rather annoyed at this and have decided to stop handing them out
to him/her and besides you’re really low on money and have put
yourself on a tight budget.

9. An acquaintance of yours is going to fly home over the weekend and
will have to miss a class on Friday. Even though you are not
enrolled in that class, he/she asks as a favor that you go to the
class and take notes on Friday (You are free at that hour).
10. Suppose it were a close friend who asks for this favor, but you
are somewhat pressed for study time since you have an exam on
Friday.
11. Suppose a mere acquaintance asks the favor, but you have an exam
Friday afternoon.

12. A slight acquaintance of yours asks to borrow $5 until next week.
You have the money, but you would have to postpone buying something
you wanted until the loan was repaid.

13. A student you do not know well is chairman of the dorm's fund
raising campaign. He/she catches you when you don't have any
thing special to do, and asks you to help out by soliciting roomto room for about 3 hours.
14. Suppose that your roommate is the fund-raising chairman, but that
he/she needs your help right when you should be studying for an exam.
15. Suppose the chairman, who is someone you don't know too well, needs
your help right when you should be studying for an exam.

l6. A friend in one of your classes borrowed your class notes several
weeks ago, then failed to return them at the next class, thus forcing
you to take notes on scrap paper. Now he/she is asking to borrow
your notes again.
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17. Suppose that the person who borrowed your notes were someone you
had only met in class and did not know too well.
18. Suppose that it is your friend who is asking to borrow your notes
again, but that there is going to be an exam on the next day of class.
19. Suppose that your classroom acquaintance is now asking you to borrow
your notes again, but the exam is scheduled for the next day of class.

20. You live in a dorm. Suppose someone, whom you don't know, calls on
your phone one night. He/she says that the phone of the person he/she
is trying to reach seems to be out of order. He/she asks if you would
go get this person. You don't even know the person the caller is
trying to reach, and you are expecting an important phone call yourself.

21. A class project has been planned. There are several things left to
do before the project is finished, but instead of asking the other
members to do the work, the chairman, whom you hardly know, asks if
you would help him/her do it. You have already done your share of the
work.
22. Suppose the chairman, who asks you to finish the project, were your
best friend, but that you have already done your share of the work
and had made plans to do something else.
23. Suppose the chairman, who asks you to help finish the project, was
someone whom you hardly knew, and that you had already done your
share of the work and had made plans to do something else.

2k. A person you do not know very well is going home for the weekend.

He/she
has some books which are due at the library and he/she asks if you would
take them back for him/her, so they won't be overdue. From where you
iive it is a 25 minute walk to the library. The books are heavy, and
you hadn't planned on going near the library that weekend.
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25. You have volunteered to help someone, whom you hardly know, to do
some charity work. He/she really needs your help hut when he/she
calls to arrange a time, it turns out that you are in the middle of
exams.

26. You know you have a lot of schoolwork to do, hut an acquaintance of
yours, whom you do not know very well, asks you to go to a concert
with him/her.
27.

You are studying for an exam
hut you
best friend asks you to goto
a concert with him/her. He/shemakes you feel that if you were a
true friend you would go.

28.

What if you are studying for
anexamand it was someone whom you
hardly knew who asked you to go with him/her to the concert.

29. You have heen standing in the ticket line at the movie theatre for
ahout 20 minutes. Just as you are getting close to the hox office-,
three people, who you know only slightly from your dorm, come up
to you and ask if you would let them "cut in" in front of you.

30. You are in the thick of studying for exams when a person whom you ,
knew only slightly comes into your room and says "I'm tired of
studying. Mind if I come in and take a break for a while?".

31. You and two close friends are looking for a 4th person with whom to
share an apartment. Now your two roommates come to you and say that
they have found someone they would like to ask. However, you know
this person and secretly dislike him/her.

32. On your way back to the dorm, you meet a slight acquaintance who asks
you to carry a heavy package home for him/her since he/she is not going
home for awhile, but it would be quite cumbersome since you are
carrying packages of your own.

33. A friend of yours comes to your door selling magazine subscriptions.
He/she says it would be a personal favor if you bought one since
he/she is trying to win a scholarship in a sales contest. He/she
is offering a good price, but you are only mildly interested in the
magazines being sold.
C
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3^. In the above situation, suppose that you not only couldn't find
any especially interesting magazines on your friend's list, but
that you also felt that they were slightly overpriced.

35* A young high school boy comes to your door selling magazine sub
scriptions. He says it would really help him if you would buy one
since he is competing for a college scholarship. You can't find
any especially interesting magazines on his list, and in any case,
you feel they are slightly overpriced.
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CRI Answer Blank

1.

18.

2.

19.

3.

20.

4.

21.

5.

22.

6.

23.

7.

2^.

8.

25.

9.

26.

10.

27.

11. '

28.

12.

29.

13.

30.

Ik.

31.

15.

32.

16.

33.

17.

3*K
35.
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CRI Scoring Criteria
Assertive

Nonassert.

Item

Assertive

Nonassert

1.

1,2

3,4

19.

1

2,3

2.

1

2,3,4

20.

1

3,4

3.

1

2,3

21.

1,4,5

2,3

4.

1

3,4

22.

1

2,3

5.

1

2,3,4

23.

1

3,4

6.

1

3,4

24.

1

2,3

?.

1

2,3,4

25.

1

2,3,4

8.

1

2,3,4

26.

1

2,3

9.

1

—

27.

1

2,3,4

10.

1

2,3,4

28.

1

2,3,4

11.

1

2,3,4

29.

1,2,5

3

12.

1

2,3,4

30.

1

2,3,4

13.

1

2,3,4

31.

1,2

3,4

14.

1,2

3,4

32.

1

3,4

15.

1

2,4

33.

1,2

3,4

16.

1

2,3

34.

1

3,4

2,3

35.

1

2,3

Item

17.
18.

1

2,3
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Observation Scale

1. Assertive request
2. Loudness of voice
3. Awkward silences
4. Initiation of conversation
5. Talk balance
6. Eye contact
7. Comfort/confidence
8. Appropriate affect
9. Body movement and gestures
10. Directness
total

Page
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GDsejcvaticn Scale, Criteria
1. Assertive request:
0 - subject makes no request
1 - subject asks confederate to remove his feet
2. Loudness of voice:
0 - inappropriate loudness; too loud, or too soft
1 - voice loudness appropriate for the situation
3* Awkward silences:
0 - two or more awkward silences
1 - one or no awkward silences
Initiation of conversation:
0 - subject does not direct conversation (does not include questions
about the experiment
1 - subject leads conversation at one or more points.
5. Talk balance:
0 - confederate obviously carries conversation
1 - subject actively participates
6. Eye contact:
0 - subject avoids eye contact (striking)
1 - normal eye contact
?. Comfort/confidence:
0 - subject appears to lack confidence regarding the situation
1 - subject appears comfortable and confident in this situation
8. Appropriate affect:
0 - displays of emotions (smiles, frowns, etc.) inappropriate
1 - displays of emotions (smiles, frowns, etc.) appropriate
9. Body movement and gestures:
0 - striking extraneous movement (fidgeting, scratching, inappropriate
gestures, etc.)
1 - subject appears comfortable and confident in this situation
10. Directness:
0 - subject interacts in an indirect, manner
1 - subject is straight forward - direct
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Instructions:'^t punipulation
In front of you are 4 tests.
you find them.

Please leave them in the order in which

Two of the tests have a test booklet and an answer sheet.

Mark your answers on the answer sheet provided^ and please do not write on
the test booklets because we need to use them again.

The other 2 tests

have spaces for answers next to each question and you can mark your
answers in those spaces.
It is important that you take the tests in the order in which you
find them.
The tasks you are about to complete are commonly used in assertiveness
training programs.

Assertiveness training is a lable covering a broad

range of techniques that can be placed in four general groups: (1) teaching
people the differences between assertion and aggression, nonassertion and
politeness, (2) helping people identify and accept their own personal
rights as well as the rights of others, (3) reducing existing thoughts and
feelings which prevent people from acting assertively, and (4) developing
assertive skills through active practice methods.
The emphasis is on standing up for personal rights and expressing
thoughts, feelings, and beliefs in direct, honest, and appropriate ways
which do not violate another person's rights.

Non-assertive behavior

involves violating one's own rights by failing to express honest feelings,
thoughts, and beliefs and consequently permitting others to violate
oneself, or expressing one's thoughts and feelings in such an apologetic,
diffident, self-effacing manner that others can easily disregard them.
Aggressive behavior involves directly standing up for personal rights
and expressing thoughts, feelings, and beliefs in a way which is often
dishonest, usually inappropriate, and always violates the rights of the
other person.
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In summary, assertiveness training is designed to achieve a number of
goals.

Ideally, participants in assertiveness training develop a wider

repertoire of assertive responses to specific situations, recognize
/

their own aggressive and nonassertive behavior; maintain a belief system
which highly values their own personal rights and those of others;
recognize and change whatever irrational thinking they do in specific
situations; and feel less anxious and more self-confident in those
situations as well as in others which require assertive behavior.
Now that you know about assertiveness training and what kinds of
things are involved in acting assertively, I would like you to pretend
that you have just completed an assertiveness training program, and
that you now think and behave in the ways just described.

Please

act according to this; that is, act assertively while completing these
tests and in subsequent tasks this evening.
Thank you for your cooperation.

\.

APPENDIX H continued
Control Group Instructions

Instuctions
In front of you are d tests.
you find them.

Please leave them in the order in which

Two of the tests have a test booklet and an answer sheet.

Mark your answers, on the answer sheet provided, and please do not write
on the test booklets because we need to use them again.

The other two

tests have spaces for answers next to each question and you can mark
your answers in those spaces.
It is important that you take the tests in the order in which you
find them.
Thank you for your cooperation.
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APPENDIX I

Schedule for Subject Participation

Week 1
Mon.

Tue.

C1

E2

V

N = 10

N = 10

N = 10

E*
N = 10

*3
N = 10

o
tH
230
II
s

6-8 P.M.

Week 2

Wed.

Thu.

.Mon.

1

6-8 P.M.

Tue.

Wed.
C3

N = 10

E
■ 2
N = 10

N = 10

E1

C2

E3

N = 10

N = 10

N = 10

C1

Thu.

N = 10

'
8-10 P.M.

E1

C2

N = 10

N = 10

8-10 P.M.

'

N = 10
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APPENDIX J

JPI Scores Compared With Normative Data.
Males
Current
Sample
N=26
JPI Scales

Means Std.
Dev.
Anxiety 12.27 4.24
Breadth of Interest 10.58 5.12
Complexity 9.27 2.74
Conformity 10.23 5.03
Energy Level 12.62 3.94
Innovation 12.08 3.82
Interpersonal Affect 12.00 4.35
Organization 11.62 4,14
Responsibility 12.27 3.76
Risk Taking 8.96 4.33
Self Esteem 11.15 3.65
Social Adroitness 9.89 3.35
Social Participation 10.31 3.86
Tolerance ,11.65 3.76
Value Orthodoxy 8.50 3.14

*^05
**,$. 01

Females

Jackson's
Sample
N=2000
Means Std.
Dev.
10.38 4.43
11.41 4.29
11.15 3.39
8 .3 0 4 .36
12.04 3.83
13.09 4.48
10.97 4.35
10.72 4.21
11.32 3.56
10.39 4.78
11.57 4.42
10.47 3.26
9.18 4 .69
12.29 3.31
6.39 3-97

z-Score
2 .26*
-1.02
-2 .94**
2.35**
.80
-1.19
.82
1.13
.07
-1.59
-.50
-.94
1.27
-1.02
2.81**

Current
Sample
N=30

Jackson's
Sample
N=2000

Means Std..
Dev.
13.97 4.28
10.40 3.75
9.70 2.59
10.73 4.65
11.13 3.96
II.63 5.16
14.87 2.70
11.30 3-90
14.03 2.94
7.33 4.16
10.03 5 .I9
9 .83 3.17
11.53 4.16.
12.40 2 .3 0
10.33 3.61

Means Std.
Dev.
12.42 4.24
11.70 4.21
11.36 3.43
9 .66 4.50
11.08 3.96
11.68 5.21
13.71 4.02
10.71 4.20
12.88 3-24
7.62 4.28
10.46 5 .10
9.65 3.29
10.'60 4.65
12.38 3.18
7.93 4.58

z-Score
2 .01*
-1 ,69*
-2 .63**
.87
.07
-•53
1.59
.77
1.95*
-.37
-.14
•30
.11
-.17
2 .86**
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Jackson Personality Inventory T-Scores

Both
Sexes
X
sd
10.21
Anxiety 53-93
Breadth of Interest47,41 10.35
Complexity 44.57
7.69
Conformity 52.7? 12.02
Energy Level 50.61 10.23
) Innovation 49.16
9-53
8.36
Interpersonal Affect 52.55
9.20
Organization 51.91
Responsibility 53-16
9.5^
Risk Taking 48.05
9.92
Self Esteem 48,89
9.23
Social Adroitness 49.21
9.78
8.62
Social Participation 52.32
Tolerance 49.46
9.19
8.38
Value Orthodoxy 5^-59

Males
X
sd
9-52
53.73
11.96
47.89
8.24
43.89
53.04 13.05
51.42 10.55
8.58
47.39
52.04 10.08
52.15 10.11
51.89 10.10
47.19
9.77
48.69
8.36
47.65
9.77
52.27
8.15
48.04 11.39
8.46
54.12

Females
X
sd
54.10 10.94
4 7 .OO
8.91
7.28
45.17
52.53 11.27
49.90 10.07
50.70 10.19
53.00
6.68
8.50
51.70
9.06
54.27
48.80 10.14
49.0? 10.0?
50.5?
9.7**
9.15
52.3?
6.70
50.70
8.44
55.00

APPENDIX L
Rathus Assertiveness Schedule Normative Data

Males

Current
Sample
N=28

Normative
Sample
N=637

Mean • Std.
Dev.
10.17 19.68

Mean
II.60

Std.
Dev.
22.00

■.y*

Females
Current
Sample
N=30
Mean

Std.
Dev.

9.96 25.85

Normative
Sample
N= 764Mean
7.1

Std.
Dev.
23.00

Note: Normative data from Nevid and'Rathus, 1978.

z-Score
.68

APPENDIX M

Assertion Inventory Normative Data

Comparison
Mean
Comparison
With Montana Response
With Montana
Sample
Probability S.D.
Samnle
z=1.60 —
16
.
4
6
z
=2 .?2**
104.85
z=3 .19***
z=2 .8 Q**
15.27
103.97

U.C. Berkeley* Male
Female
1973

Mean
N. Discomfort
116
94.38
96.34
197

U.C. Berkeley* Male
1974
Female

137
158

90.28
9^.67

22.06
21.97

z— 3 ^ *
z=3.35***

16
33
26
30

95.5
94.8

18.82
21.33

■ t=1.41
z=3.42***

100.5
108.10

24. 88
26.93

UJW. Seattle*

Male
Female

U . Montana
present study

Male
Female

*reported in Gambrill and Richey, 1975.

■S.D..
19.48
20.21

.103.68
102.68

15.5
17.5

z=3.17***
z=2 .85**

.111.9
106.2

13.39
13.73

t= .56
z=2 .22*

113.31
111.77

22.47
21.35

APPENDIX N

Conflict Resolution Inventory
■

And Observational Scale Normative Data

Conflict Resolution Inventory

Assertive

Males
Females

N
26
30

Mean
14.42
14.00

S.D.
5.31
6.05

Males
Females

26
30

14.69
15.30

5.26
5.96

Observational Scale

Rater 1

Males
Females

.26
30

7.73
8.07

1.45
1.34

Rater 2

Males
Females

26
30

7.69
8.10

1.83
1.13

Average
Males
of
Females

26
30

7.54
8.67

1.80
.1.12
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Stability Coefficients

Anxiety
Breadth of Interest
Complexity
Conformity
Energy Level
Innovation
Interpersonal Affect
Organization
Responsibility
Risk Taking
Self Esteem
Social Adroitness
Social Participation
Tolerance
Value Orthodoxy
Rathus Assertiveness
Schedule

Both
N=28
r
p
.86 .001
.70 .001
.35 .032
.66 .001
.83 .001
•87 .001
.78 .001
.78 .001
.59 .001
.86 .001
.81 .001
.52 .002
.73 .001
.65 .001
.84 .001

Males
.N=13
r
P
.87 .001
•54 .028
.074
A3
.69 .005
.82 .001
.70 .004
•91 .001
.64 .009
.80 .001
.90 .001
.81 .001
.36 .114 .
.65 .008
.80 .001
.82 .001

Females
N=lj>
r
P
.86 .001
.86 .001
.25 .183
.60 .009
.86 .001
.95 .001
.54 .018
.91 .001
•13 .321
.85 .001
.84 .001
.69 .002
.79 .001
,55 .018
.86 .001

ou

.001

.91

.001

.84

.OOi

Assertion Inventory
Discomfort
Probability

.50
.07

.003
.354

.63
.01

.011
.484

.41
.14

.063
.305

Conflict Resolution
Assertive
Nonassertive

.79
.76

.001
.001

•53
.42

.034
.0 77

•90
.87

.001
.001

Observation Scale
Rater 1
Rater 2
Average

.63
.54
.52

.001
.002
.002

.81
.59
.62

.001
.016
.012

.16 .288
•33 .113
.2 2 . .212

•

85

Page 86
APPENDIX P
Analysis of Variance:
Group "by Sex by Pre-post
MS

DF Error

ource SS
@ A 14.63
B 31.24
AB 170.00
J 287.78
AJ 114.24
BJ
5.09
0.24
ABJ

14.63
31.24
170.00
287.78
114.24
5.09
0.24

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

A 26.00
B 71.12
AB 157.59
J 61.54
AJ
0.35
BJ 26.00
4.63
ABJ

26.00
71.12
157.59
61.34
0.35
26.00
4.65

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

162.50
216.35
132.63
1.38
0.62
104.00
0.62

162.50
216.35
152.65
1.38
0.62
104.00
0.62

'Conformity

A 76.16
B 51.24
AB 122.78
J 196.63
2.16
AJ
31.24
BJ
ABJ 33.^7

Energy Level

Innovation

Anxiety

Bredth of Interest

Complexity

Error
F
DF
Ratio

Frob

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.06
0.14
0.76
6.77
2.69
0.12
0.01

0.79
0.71
0 .6l
0 .01*
0.10
0.73
0.94

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.11
0.30
0.07
I.69
0.01
0.71
0.13

0.74
0.59
0.58
0.20
0.91
0.59
0.72

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48,

1.51
2.01
1.42
0.04
0.02
2.59
0.02

0.22
0 .16
0.24
0.84
0.85
0.09
0.89

76.16
51.24
122.78
196.63
2.16
31.24
33.47

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.77
0.18
0.44
3.24
0.04
0.52
0.55

0 .6 l
O.67
0.52
0.07
0.85
0.52
0.53

A 170.09
B 66.24
AB 57.01
J 66,24
AJ
0.01
J
6.01
ABJ 45.78

170.09
66.24
57.01
66.24
0.01
6.01
^5.78

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.77
0.30
0.26
3.09
0.00
0.28
2.13

0.61
0.59
0.62
0.08
0.98
0.61
0.15

A 13.88
B 143.12
AB 152.65
J
3.85
AJ
1.38
2.46
BJ
ABJ
0.15

13.88
143.12
152.65
3.85
1.38
2.46
0.15

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
'2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.07
0.76
0.81
0.16
0.06
0.11
0.01

0.78
0.61
O.63
O.69
0.80
0.75
0.93

A
B
AB
J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

@ A = Between Groups
B = Sex
J = Pre-post

* ^.05
* * '£.01
* * * < .0 0 1
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Error
Interpersonal Affect

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

Ratio
0.20
O.65
0.11
5.33
0.13
5.33
0.25

Prob
0.66
0.57
0 .74
0 .02*
0.72
0.02
O .63

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
4848

4.00
0.98
3.^+9
O.36
0.04
1.64
2 .1 6

0.05
O.67
0.06
O.56
0.85
0.20
O.lf

0.01
1.12
2.61
0.22
0.92
'0.12
0.10

0.94
0.30
0.11
0.64
0.66
0.73
0.75

0.91
0.41
1.10
0.12
0.12
1.17
0.48

O.65
0.53
0.30
0.73
0.73
0.29
0.50

SS
31.24
102.01
17.78
90.47
2.16
90.47
4.24

MS
31.24
102.01
17.78
90.4?
2.16
90.47
4.24

DF Error

Df

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

A 563.12
B 138.46
AB 491.11

563.12
138.46

ource
A

B

9.85
0.96
44.46
58.50

Responsibility

A
O.78
B 150.24
AB 350.78
9.24
J
AJ 38.16
BJ
5.09
4.24
ABJ

0.78
150.24
350.78
9.24
38.16
5.09
4.24

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

Risk Taking

A 183.12
B 81.38
AB 222.15
J
3.12
AJ
3.12
BJ 30.15
12.46
ABJ

183.12
81.38
222.15
3.12
3.12
30.15
12.46

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48 .

Self Esteem

A
B . 3.12
AB 120.62
J 55.54
AJ 77.88
4.65
BJ
ABJ
30.15

853.88
3.12
120.62
77.88
4.65
30.15

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
4.70
48 ' 0.02
0 .6 6
48
48
2.82
48
3.96
0.24
48
48
1.53

0 .03*
0.89
O.58
0.10
0.05*
O.63
0.22

79.63
31.24
14.63
48.47
8.09
11.78
25.01 .

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.53
0.69
0.78
0.28
0.66
0.60
0.56

Organization

J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

Social Adoritness

A
B
AB
J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

CD
00

9.85
0.96
44.46
58.50

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

CO
V_rt

AB
J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

F

79.63
31.24
14.63
48.47
8.09
11.78
25.01

49i . l l

55.5^

0.42
0.16
0.08
1.20
0.20
0.29
0.62
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Source SS
6.01
A
Social Participation
B. l6 . 16
AB
0.09
J
8.09
7.01
AJ
BJ 17.78
9.24
ABJ
Tolerance

MS
6.01
16.16
0.09
8.09
7.01
17.78
9.24

DF Error
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

Error
DF
48
48
48
48
48
48
48

F
Ratio
0.04
0.12
0.00
0.30
0.26
0.66
0.34

Prob
0.83
0.73
0.98
0.59
0.62
0.57
0.57

A 116.35 116.35
B 96.15 96.15
AB 44.46 44.46
J 84.96 84.96
AJ 47.12 47.12
' EJ
7.54
7.54
0.62
0.62
ABJ

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

4848
48
48
48
48
48

O.67
0.55
0.26
2.76
1.53
0.25
0.02

0.58
0.53
0.62
0.10
0.22
O.63
0.88
0.60
1.00
0.73
0.86
0.07
0.53
0.28

Value Orthodoxy

A
B
AB
J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

36.96
0.00
15.38
0.62
67.85
11.12
24.04

36.96
0.00
15.38
0.62
67.85
11.12
24.04

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.29
0.00
0.12
0.03
3.33
0.54
1.18

Rathus Assertiveness
Schedule

A
B
AB
J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

1704.2
213.47
180.47
263O.I
1225.5
102.01
191.16

1704.2
2*3^47
180^47
263Qfcl
1225.5,
102.01
191.16

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

1.62
0.20
0.1?
20.27
9.45
0.79
1.47

0.21
0.66
0.68
0 .00***
0 .00**
0.62
0.23

Assertion Inventory
Discomfort

A
B
AB
J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

2384.7
1098.5
20.35
4657.9
199.39
297.85
258.62

2384.7
1098.5
20.35
4657.9
199-39
297.85
258.62

1,
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

2.76
1.27
0.02
16.55
0.71
1.06
0.92

0.10
0.26
0.87
0 .00***
0 .59
0.31
0.66

Assertion Inventory
Probability

A 3672.4 3672.4
B 20.35 20.35
AB 55.54 55.54
J 2142.2 2142.2
AJ 32.35 32.35
BJ 16.96 I6 .96.
ABJ 61.54 61.54

1
1
1
1'
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

6.76
0.04
0.10
8.12
0.12
0.06
0.23

0.02*
0.84
0.75
0.01**
0.73
0.80
0.64
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Conflict Resolution
Assertive

A 29.09 29.09
B
2.79
2.79
AB 38.16 38.16
J 76.16 76.16
AJ 136.16 136.16
2.16
2.16
BJ
1,16
1.16
ABJ

Error
F
DF Error DF
Ratio
1
1
48
0.45
0.04
48
1
1
48
1
1
0.59
6.69
48
1
2
48 11.95
1
2
1
2
48
0.19
48
0.10
1
2

Conflict Resolution
Nonassertive

A 29.09 29.09
6.01
B
6.01
AB
8.09
8.09
J 14.63 14.63
AJ 185.78 185.78
0.24
0.24
BJ
ABJ
2.78
2.78

1
1
1
1
1
1.
1
2
1 .2
1
2
1
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.48
0.10
0.13
0.84
10.68
0.01
0.16

Source

Observation Scale
Rater 1

Observation Scale
Rater 2

MS

Prob
0.51
0.83
0.55
0 .01*
0 .00**
O .67
0.75
0.50
0.75
O.72
0 .63
0 .00**
0.90
0.69

A
B
AB
J
AJ
BJ
ABJ

1.38
0.00
5.54
0.96
0.04
3.11
0.35

1.38
0.00
5.54
0.96
0.04
3.11
0.35

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.35
0.00
1.38
1.20
0.05
3.88
0.43

0.57
1.00
0.24
0.28
0.82
0.05
0.52

A
B
AB
J

0.96
0.04
4 .6 5
2.46
0 .62
1.38
0.01

0.96
0.04
4.65
2.46
0.62
1.38
0.01

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.28
0.01
1.34
2.09
0.52
1.18
0.00

0 .6l
0.91
0 .2 5
0.15
0.52
0.28
1.00

A 277.89
B . 15.38
AB 650.00
J 277.89
AJ
0.96
BJ 384.62
ABJ , 3.85

277.89
15.38
650.00
277.89
0.96
384.62
3.85

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
2
2
2
2

48
48
48
48
48
48
48

0.75
0.04
1.75
2.86
0.01
3.96
0.04

0.60
0.83 ,
0..19
0.09
0.92
0.05*
0.84

AJ
BJ
ABJ

Observation Scale
Average

SS
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Newman Keules-Analyses
Anxiety
MS Error =40.93

df = 50

<<=.054^.01

Pre
Pos
Exp X. =54.73 X ^ . 3 1

w2= 3.57

4.76

Con X3=53.38 X2=52.15

W

4.30

5.^3

W4= 4.72

5.83

X1
-

2
-2.85

3
4.08
1.23

jL

4
5.43*
2.58
1.35

Interpersonal Affect

Pre
Pos
Exp x3=51.69 5^=41.54

¥2=2.38

3.17

Con X^=52.50 X2=50.92

W3=2 .8 6

3.62

W^=3.15

3.89

•

df = 50

O
h-^

O
Ux

X!!

MS error = 18,20

*1

*1
-

4
4

V
1.38
-
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Assertion Inventory -•Discomfort
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Observation Scale Average
MS Error = 97-04
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